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Mr. a. This is a transcribed interview of former CIA officer Kristin Wood. 
Chairman Jordan and Chairman Turner have requested this interview as part of the 
committees’ investigation of Federal law enforcement and intelligence matters within our 
respective jurisdictions. 

Would you please state your name for the record? 

Ms. Wood. Kristin Wood. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Would counsel please state your names for the record? 

Mr. Wilson. Ed Wilson. 

Mr. Lankford. Tom Lankford. 

Mr. a. This investigation serves to inform potential legislative reforms 
within the jurisdictions of the committees. For example, the committees may consider 
legislative reform such as revolving-door legislation for Federal employees with security 
clearances. These reforms might include allowing Federal employees with security 
clearances to retain their clearance after employment with the government, but limiting 
their ability to receive access to classified information for some duration after their 
government employment. 

The committees may also consider legislative proposals that would ban or restrict 
intelligence agencies from engaging in, coordinating, or promoting any political activity 
related to Federal elections, including candidates for Federal office. 

The House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence staff will be constrained 
today to issues relating to the letter signed by the 51 former intel officials. 

On behalf of the committees, | want to thank you for appearing here today and for 
answering our questions. The chairman also appreciates your willingness to appear 


today voluntarily. 


My name is a. and | am with Chairman Jordan's staff on the House 


Judiciary Committee. I'll now have everyone else from the committees who are here at 


the table introduce themselves for the record as well. 


Mr. Good morning. ——et with the Judiciary staff. 
Ms. ae. Say. counsel with House Permanent Select Committee 


on Intelligence. 


Ms. | OX ae. oversight counsel for the Judiciary Committee 


Democrats. 


Ms. a. FY chief oversight counsel, House Judiciary Committee 
Democrats. 

Mr. a, House Intelligence minority general counsel. 

Ms. Pe. Chairman Jordan's staff, House Judiciary 


Committee. 


Mr. Wilson. Can you guys speak up a little bit? 


Ms. a. a, law clerk for House Judiciary. 

Mr. ae. i" counsel for Chairman Jordan. 

Mr. ——— at the House Intelligence. 

Mr. ae. a. professional staff for the majority for Chairman 


Jordan. 

Mr. Bishop. And I'm Dan Bishop, House Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. I'd like now to go over the ground rules and guidelines that we'll 
follow during today's interview. 

Our questioning will proceed in rounds. The majority will ask questions first for 1 
hour, and then the minority will have the opportunity to ask those questions for an equal 


period of time if they choose. We will alternate back and forth until there are no more 


questions and the interview is complete. 

Typically, we take a short break at the end of each hour, but if you'd like to take a 
break before that or if you need to speak to your lawyer, just let us know, and that's fine. 

As you can see, there's an official court reporter taking down everything we say so 
that there is a written record, so we ask that you give a verbal response to all questions. 
She cannot record you shaking your head, nodding, or the always "uh-huh" answer we 
might give when we get comfortable. So we do need a verbal answer to each question. 
Do you understand? 

Ms. Wood. Yes. 

Mr. ae. Okay. You passed the first question. 

Ms. Wood. Excellent. 

Mr. So the court reporter can take down a clear record, we do limit the 
number of people directing questions at you during any given hour. Please try and 
speak clearly so the court reporter can understand, and so the folks down at the end of 
the table can hear you as well. 

It is important that we do not talk over one another or interrupt each other if we 
can help it, and that goes for everybody at the table. It may be in the course of this 
interview that I'll begin asking you a question and you probably know where I'm going, 
and then given -- you think, oh, I'll just answer it, but | would ask that you let me finish 
the question so that the court reporter can take it all down. 

We want you to answer our questions in the most complete and truthful manner 
as possible, so we will take our time. You should also take your time answering if you're 
thinking about how best to respond. 

If you have any questions or you do not understand one of our questions, please 


let us know. Our questions will cover a wide range of topics, so if you need clarification 


at any point, just say so. 

If you do not know the answer to a question or do not remember, it's best not to 
guess, unless we ask you to guess, but that should not be the case. Please give us your 
best recollection. 

I'm just making sure everyone is awake. 

Please give us your best recollection, and it's okay to tell us if you learned it from 
somewhere else. Just indicate how you came to know the information. 

If there are things you don't know or cannot remember, just say so, and please 
inform us who, to your knowledge, may have answers to those questions. There'sa 
lot -- I'm throwing a lot at you now, so forgive me. 

You should also understand that although this interview is not under oath, by law, 
you are required to answer all questions from Congress truthfully, and the same goes for 
congressional staff. Do you understand that? 

Ms. Wood. Yes. 

Nia Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony could be subject 
to criminal prosecution for perjury or for making false statements under 18 U.S.C. 1001. 
Do you understand this? 

Ms. Wood. Yes. 

Mr. Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful answers to 
today's questions? 

Ms. Wood. No. 

Nis So Finally, I'd like to make a note that the content of what we discuss 
here today is confidential. Weask that you not speak about what we discuss in this 
interview to any outside individuals to preserve the integrity of the committees’ 


investigation. For the same reasons, the marked exhibits that we will use today will 


remain with the court reporter, and although we will give out copies, we will collect them 
at the end of the interview. 
Is there anything that my colleagues from the minority would like to add? 


Ms. fale. We just thank the witness for taking time out of your day to join us 


today. 
Mr. The clock now reads 10:06 a.m., and we will start questioning. 
EXAMINATION 
BY MR. Je : 
Q Could you please tell us a bit about your professional background, Ms. 
Wood? 


A So | spent 20 years at CIA, beginning in 1989. | spent 5 years -- the first 5 
years an imagery analyst, the next 11 or so as an all-source analyst working a variety of 
problems in war zones, and then a few years as a PDB briefer for Vice President Cheney 
and Scooter Libby, and then moved over to run the counterterrorism team that was 
looking at whether Saddam Hussein had a role in 9/11. 

And after that, | went out to the Sherman Kent School to build the advanced 
analyst program for experienced analysts. And then! moved over to operations where | 
stood up as the deputy in the new Middle East operations division. 

So just a question. Thisis open, right? So unclassified? 

Ms. ae. Unclassified. 

Ms. Wood. Okay. So the new Middle East division. 

And then from there, | left the agency for 6 years. | really needed to spend some 
time and focus on my sons. 

And then | came back where | was the director's analytic support chief, so 


preparing him for all the meetings on the Hill and congressional testimony and many 


other things. And then the last few years, I've spent in the Open Source Center running 
innovation and technology. Since then, I've had my own consulting company. 
BY MR. ie : 

Q_ That's what | was going to say. 

What do you do now? Consulting? 

A Yeah. So right now, | just finished a full-time position, the last 2 years as 
the CEO of a startup that is a commercial data platform. And that ended in late January, 
and I'm taking a break. 

Q Are you on any boards? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Let's move into the focus of the inquiry. 

You were one of the 51 former intelligence officials who signed the public 
statement regarding Hunter Biden's emails, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q___I'm entering into the record a document dated October 19, 2020, a public 
statement on the Hunter Biden emails, as exhibit No. 1. 

[Wood Exhibit No. 1 


Was marked for identification.] 


BY MR. i: 


Q I'm passing around copies for your review and your counsel. 

A Thank you. 

Q_ Are you familiar with this document? 

A lam. 

Q Okay. How would you describe the public statement? 

A It was a warning that we were really concerned that the Russians, as we 
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were seeing pervasively throughout the 2016 and then in the lead-up to the 2020 
Election, were also interfering in the process and that, for me, this was -- the most 
important thing is, let the FBI do their work. We're still -- there's a rush to judgment. 
Let's let the FBI do their work because we're really concerned that one of our near-peer 
adversaries is -- does have a role in this. 

Q You're saying does have a role in this, or you are assuming -- 

A We were concerned they had a role in it. 

Q What was your understanding of the intent of the statement? 

A So my intent was exactly as | described. 

Q Do you think Mr. Morell shared that intent as well? 

A | know you've spoken to him, and I've read his transcripts. He clearly had 
additional purposes. 

Q What do you understand those purposes to be? 

A From your transcripts, it sounds like he also had contacts with the Biden 
administration or the Biden campaign at the time. 

Q__ Soit's fair to say he was looking to help President Biden during the -- Vice 
President Biden during -- 

A Yeah. | wouldn't want to speculate. | think you have the record, and you 
spoke with him about it. But it's pretty clear from what he wrote that that was a part of 
things. 

Q___Did you share his desire to help Vice President Biden during the Presidential 
debate? 

A No. 

Mrs. Spartz. Did you have some concerns that it was very close to the debate? 


Did you have some concerns that it was very interestingly close right before the debate, 
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and the statement was trying to be hurried out to be issued? 

Ms. Wood. Sol think, in hindsight, that may be something that you focus on. 
For me, what was going on in my role is | had just gotten news the afternoon before that 
my son had some pretty profound health diagnoses, and | was traveling in an area that 
was pretty remote, in and out of cell phone access. So whatever was happening on the 
national stage wasn't in my job jar or in my mental state at the time. 

Mrs. Spartz. So you didn't even know the debate was happening, or you didn't 
think about it? 

Ms. Wood. Probably | knew it was happening, but it wasn't anything | was 
concerned about. 

Mr. Massie. Given those distractions, did you have time to vet this idea that it 
could be Russian disinformation? 

Ms. Wood. Well, so, | think from the 2016 Election, we had seen that. We had 
seen SSCls, what, five-volume report on this. We had the Obama administration talk 
about an executive order concerned about Russian interference. And then we saw 
it -- as an Open-source person, you see it everywhere. 

So for me, it was the kind of thing we had seen -- and the IC reported consistently 
on -- this could be yet another venue for that. And my concern, as always, was, how are 
the Russians trying to take away and undermine our democracy and faith in our 
democracy. 

Mrs. Spartz. So did you do any due diligence before you put your signature with 
your former title? 

Ms. Wood. | read the letter and | agreed with its contents. 

Mrs. Spartz. But you didn't do due diligence to verify or not verify any incident in 


that letter? 


Ms. Wood. So which part would you -- 

Mrs. Spartz. Justin general. Did youdoanyresearch? Any due diligence? 
Did you contact anyone? Who did you contact? 

Ms. Wood. No. 

Mrs. Spartz. No? You just pretty much read it and said -- 

Ms. Wood. And| agreed with it. 

BY MR. Je : 

Q Are you a Russia expert? 

A So my degree was in U.S. -- my degree was in political science with an 
emphasis on U.S.-Soviet relations. That tells you how long ago it was.__| spent a fair 


amount of time seeing that in government most -- really since | left the government in 


2015. Most of the things I've seen and witnessed have been in the open-source world. 


Q  So-- well, I'll come back to that. 
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Let me ask you, what was your initial reaction when you first read the statement? 


A | don't remember. | agreed with it. 

Q But you didn't -- did you conceive of the idea to issue a public statement in 
this regard? 

A No. 

Q Okay. | would ask you to let me finish the question. 

A Sorry. | thought you were done. 

Q___Did you have any role in drafting the statement? 

A 


No. 


Q_ And when did you first become aware of the public statement? 
A So Michael sent me an email. 
Q By Michael, you mean Michael Morell? 


A Yes. 
Q__ Did he call you at any time to discuss the public statement? 
A Not that | recall, but it would have been something he might have done to 
say, |have aletter. You know, would you take a look at it? 
Q But you don't recall if that happened? 
A No. 
Mr. Lankford. I'msorry. | didn't hear that. 
Did you hear his comment? Or was it a question? 
Mr. | said, you don't recall? 
Mr. Lankford. Oh, I'm sorry. 
Ms. Wood. And|lagreed with him. | don't. 
Mr. Lankford. Yep. 
Ms. Wood. Thank you. 
BY MR. ie : 
Q_ _I'mentering an email from Michael Morell to Kristin Wood dated October 
18th, 2020, at 6:06 p.m. into the record as exhibit 2, for you and your counsel. 
A Thank you. 
[Wood Exhibit No. 2 


Was marked for identification. ] 


BY MR. Ji : 


Q Have you seen this email before, Ms. Wood? 

A | have. 

Q Was this the email when you first learned of the public statement? 

A Yes. 

Q_ If you recall, what did you think upon seeing this particular email at the 
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time? 


A Can you ask the question in a different way? 


p 


Do you recall your thoughts upon first receiving this email and reading it? 


> 


| don't recall my thoughts other than agreeing with the letter. 
Q = Anddo you know Mark Polymeropoulos? 
A Ido. 

Q  Howdo you know him? 

A | met him through Michael after our agency careers. 

Q_ Are you two -- would you describe -- how would you describe your 
relationship with him? 

A He's an acquaintance. 

Q Okay. And what about Mr. Morell, how do you know him? 

A | was his executive assistant more than 20 years ago. _ It appears to bea life 
sentence. 

So I've known him for a long time. We were briefers together with the George 
Bush administration. 

Q So what do you think -- why do you think he reached out to you to take on 
this task with respect to the public statement? 

A It's something that happened, not uncommonly, after we were in 
government, everything from how do you use Twitter to, you know, do you know 
somebody who is an analyst or whatever. 

Q Okay. Did you have any role -- and if I've asked this already, | apologize -- in 
the creation of the statement? 

Mr. Wilson. Asked and answered. 


Ms. Wood. No. 
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BY MR. ie : 


Q_ No. 

Mrs. Spartz. Did you have any concerns putting your former title with 
information that you didn't verify? You know, you just did it from public sources, but 
you used your prior title to give more credibility to your statement.. 

Did you have any concerns and thoughts about that? 

Ms. Wood. Sol saw that that had been a question that has been asked before. 

Mrs. Spartz. | want to get your view. 

Ms. Wood. Right. So it's what I've seen various national security -- letters 
written by various former national security officials over the last, whatever, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10 years. It's common practice. _ It's because you're saying, this is why we are 
concerned. This is the insight we have based on monitoring intelligence and Russia in 
particular for many years. 

Mrs. Spartz. But you didn't have insight in that specific situation, did you? 

Ms. Wood. Certainly based on what the IC was reporting and had reported in 
the 2016 election and my role in open source just seeing what was happening in social 
media and elsewhere. Asan analyst with deep experience on looking at how -- the 
origination of things, this was right in lockstep with the other things we saw that were 
consistent with what was happening with Russian interference in our elections. 

Mrs. Spartz. Did you try to contact any current, at that time, FBI or CIA 
employees? 

Ms. Wood. No. 

Mrs. Spartz. So this was just purely on your prior judgment? 

Ms. Wood. Yes. 


Mrs. Spartz. But do you think this stuff actually undermines the credibility of 
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agents when you have -- your signature was tied to unverified information? What are 
your thoughts on that? 

Ms. Wood. So1 disagree with the characterization. 

Mrs. Spartz. How would you characterize it? 

Ms. Wood. So it is -- it was my analytic judgment that the Russians were 
interfering with our 2020 election, as they had our 2016 election, as well documented in 
executive orders and intelligence community assessments and the SSCI's reporting. And 
this kind of activity was consistent with the kinds of things we saw happening during that 
time. So it was very much in line with the work that we saw. __| did not feel like it was a 
leap of faith to say, Let the FBI do their work, and let's see what's real here. 

BY MR. ie: 

Q__I'mentering into the record as exhibit 3 an email from Mike Morell to Nick 

Shapiro dated October 19, 2020, at 6:36 a.m. if you would review that, Ms. Wood. 
[Wood Exhibit No. 3 
Was marked for identification. ] 

Mr. Lankford. Take your time. He wants to make sure you read the entire 
document. 

Mr. Yeah. You can look up when you're finished. 

Mr. Lankford. Thank you. 

Mr. Wilson. Is this the entire document? 

Mr. This is the email that we're -- we're only concerned with the top 
portion. 

Ms. Wood. Oh, you're only concerned -- 


BY MR. J : 


Q Yeah. Therest is the standard email that Mr. Morell sent to everyone. 
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A Okay. 

Q Have you seen this email before? 

A | think you have it in your interim report. 
Q Okay. So, yes? 

A 


Yes. 


Q What are your views of this, of Mr. Morell's efforts in this regard? 

A So it looks to me like he's organizing logistics for people to sign the letter. 
Q Wasn't that your role, though, in the promotion of the public statement? 

A So he asked me to help. There was a whole set of conversations or emails 


that happened that | wasn't privy to, and this would be one of them. 

Q Now, when you say you weren't privy to them, is that a conclusion you came 
to recently having looked at the report, or did you know beforehand he was doing other 
outreach? 

A | presume someone was, because | didn't speak to General Clapper or 
Director Brennan or a lot of the seniors whose names are on the letter. 

Q Why do you think it was important to Mr. Morell that he wanted two things, 
"pairs of senior who served in the same position from different administrations"? 

A | think -- speculation. 

Q I'm asking you to speculate. 

Mr. Wilson. And 1 would be very careful about speculating on things you don't 
know anything about. 

Ms. Wood. | mean, to me, it looks like you're trying to create a balanced view. 
It's not just Democrats who think this or Republicans who think this, but people who 


served in both administrations who would have both sets of insights. 


BY MR. ie: 
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Q Why would a balanced view be important? 

A | think that's something that we strive for in intelligence analysis in general. 
You want to be impartial and unbiased. 

Q But this is a public statement on the eve of the Presidential election. So 
you're not briefing policymakers who are in office, right? So that same set of 
considerations probably doesn't apply? 

A Well, | would actually think you would be more rigorous. 

Q  Whyis that? 

A Well, | mean, if there's the context that you're talking about, why wouldn't 
you want to make sure that you're having all voices represented? 

Q But if this is a public statement that's going out to the American people, is 
the idea that it will be more convincing to them if it was a more balanced document? 

A | don't know that. 

Mrs. Spartz. Was it concerning to you that this information will be used, and 
your titles that you used to have in all of this letter in a political campaign? Was it 
concerning to you? 

Ms. Wood. It wasn't ina political campaign. It was in a public statement. 

Mrs. Spartz. Right. But it would be -- but you're aware that it was going to be 
used in a political campaign? 

Ms. Wood. So my focus was, again, on warning about Russia and its interference 
in our elections. And this whole thing about using our former titles is the practice that's 
been in national security records and in letters for at least a decade when | went back and 
looked. This is standard practice. 

Mrs. Spartz. But this letter -- you knew that this letter will be used in a 


campaign, correct? 
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Mr. Lankford. Object to the question. How would she ever know that? 

Mrs. Spartz. Okay. Well, you had an email from Michael that said, "The 
campaign will be thrilled." 

You received that email, correct? 

Ms. Wood. So! sent that in to all of you because | found it, but | don't remember 
even seeing it. Like | said, this was not my biggest concern in life. My biggest concern 
in life was something happening with my son that was profound and the fact | was in and 
out of cell phone service where | needed talk to doctors and other things. 

So | did a favor for Michael, as I've done many times. | was not involved in the 
rest of it. | don't -- | was not focused on the political piece of this. 

Mr. Bishop. Ms. Wood, do you continue to believe at this point that the letter 
was entirely appropriate? 

Ms. Wood. So if | were to say -- | would say things a little bit differently. 

Mr. Bishop. Explain. 

Ms. Wood. Sol'm always for a little bit longer and a little more explanation 
because -- analyst. It's just part of our practice. 

But | think putting more context about the environment we were in at the time, 
where we had the reporting from the IC, we had the executive order already from 
President Obama, we had the SSCI. | don't know if their first volume had been published 
by then or not, but | think at least one of the two of them had. Sol think much more 
time on that context was important. 

And then | think there was some sentence in there that said, you know, "if we are 
right," da-da-da-da. | don't think that was the right thing. It should have said, If the 
Russians were involved, and then the rest of the sentence. 


Mr. Bishop. You testified a moment ago -- or you said a few times that this is 
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common practice for intelligence officials to -- former intelligence officials to issue 
statements like this. Is that right? 

Ms. Wood. A little bit different than that. Thank you for clarifying. 

Mr. Bishop. Can you clarify that? 

Ms. Wood. Yeah. Absolutely. 

So two things: One is, there have been, | don't know, 10 times that | found in a 
quick search where national security professionals, so whether that's former Members of 
Congress, former National Security Council members, former IC members, former 
members of the military -- would come together when they thought the moment -- there 
was a really important moment happening where they needed to take -- they felt like 
they needed to make a statement. 

Mr. Bishop. Do you believe that when those statements occur, there's an 
expectation that the public will rely on the expertise, experience, and knowledge of those 
persons in forming conclusions? 

Ms. Wood. Can you repeat the question? 

Mr. Bishop. Yeah. Let me state it more simply. 

Isn't the point of that that those persons expect the public to rely on them 
because of their -- what they've done? 

Ms. Wood. | think that's fair. 

Mr. Bishop. And if your former intel officials -- if you put yourself in the mind of 
the public, wouldn't you expect them possibly to rely on what you know that the public 
doesn't know? 

Ms. Wood. Sol think what | would say is, if you have observed something for 20 
years, or you've been in the military and then in the IC, or you've been in the IC and then 


the open source, you have a broad perspective of knowledge that is part of what we do as 
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national security officials -- is share that. As formers, we're able to share an insight that 
maybe is useful to the public. 

Mr. Bishop. You also have access -- I'm sorry. 

Ms. Wood. Go ahead. 

Mr. Bishop. No, | didn't mean to cut off your answer. 

Ms. Wood. | probably lost it. Not much coffee. 

Mr. Bishop. | apologize for that. Let me see if | can pursue it this way. 

You also have had access to secret intelligence information, correct? 

Ms. Wood. Not since 2015. 

Mr. Bishop. Okay. Asa group, those officials have had, during the course of 
their careers, access to secret information, fair? 

Ms. Wood. Yes. 

Mr. Bishop. And if you're issuing a letter stating your posture as having been 
former intel officials, you know that the public is going to be aware of that. Fair? 

Ms. Wood. Yes. 

Mr. Bishop. Do you think it's possible for that position and knowledge to be 
exploited by intel -- former intel officials to interfere with an election? 

Ms. Wood. So your-- that would be a hypothetical. 

Mr. Bishop. I'm asking your opinion. 

Ms. Wood. Soin my opinion, this letter -- the sole purpose for me, and the 
primary purpose for most of us -- and | haven't spoken to everybody -- was to warn 
about -- let the FBI do their work here. Let us see what is at the bottom of all of this 
because it's happening in the context of Russian interference in our election system. 

Mr. Bishop. So the people should rely on the FBI and not the leaks of 


information. Is that -- exclusively. Is that what you mean? 
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Ms. Wood. For knowing what the facts are related to this laptop, the FBI needed 
to go do their work. 

Mr. Bishop. To this date, is the public, to your knowledge, aware of any 
conclusion by the FBI about that information? 

Ms. Wood. | don't know the answer to that. 

Mr. Bishop. Do you believe -- when you say that you should let the FBI do their 
job, are you talking about the public should not know the answer, or what the 
information revealed until and unless the FBI decided to tell them? 

Ms. Wood. So|ldo believe that we want to know the truth. We want to know 
what happened, right? And so speculation and allegations and sensationalism doesn't 
serve anybody. | think we all want to get to the truth of what happened. And ifa 
forensic investigation takes however long it takes, it just does. 

Mr. Bishop. In your opinion, would that also apply to, say, the Pentagon Papers? 

Ms. Wood. I'msorry. | don't know -- 

Mr. Bishop. You don't know what they are? Okay. 

How about COINTELPRO, the release of information from COINTELPRO? Do you 
know what that is? 


Ms. Wood. | don't. 


Mr. Bishop. | yield. 


BY MR. Je : 


Q Ms. Wood, | want to talk about the outreach efforts you took. 
In addition to who Mr. Morell may have contacted, it's a fair characterization that 
you were responsible for obtaining signatures for the public statement, correct? 


A | sent out the letter to numerous people to sign to see if they wanted to sign 
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Q- Okay. So first, how did you decide whom to send that public statement to? 

A It was probably -- so on my phone driving through a rural part of Maine, 
anyone whose phone number or email address | had in my phone who | knew was a 
former who might have insight into the topic. 

Q Did you send -- well, let me ask you this: 

To your recollection, who did you send the public statement to? 

A | think | sent the list of that to you, right? 

Q We have documents from your counsel. 

A Yeah. 

Q So thank you for that. 

But now I'm asking you, as to your recollection today, who do you recall sending 
the public statement to? 

A | won't remember all of the times off the top of my head. 

Q__ Having said that, who do you -- as you sit here today, who do you recall 
sending it to? 

A Nada Bakos, Cynthia Strand, Tim Kilbourn, Dave Vanell, Dave Terry, Brett 
Davis, Patty Brandmaier. 

Q Is that it, that you can recall today? 

A _ That's all that | can recall. 

Q_ As far as you recall, did everyone that you communicated with or requested 
review of the statement and sign respond to you? 

A | don't recall if everyone responded. 


Q  Dovyou recall if anyone responded to you after the public statement was 


released? 


A | don't recall. 
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Q____Did you reach out to any individuals who then later told you they would not 


sign the public statement? 

A No. 

Q Now, when you say "no," you just have no recollection of anyone telling you, 
| will not sign? 

A Right. | have no recollection of that. 

Q_ As far as your recollection goes, did everyone you sent the public statement 
to -- withdrawn. 

Did anyone give you reasons for why -- withdrawn there as well. 

You produced documents to the committee, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Have you made a full production of all documents related to the committee's 
inquiries? 

A Yes. 

Q Some of the formers have come in and said they have a practice of deleting 
emails for a variety of reasons. 

Do you have a similar personal policy with respect to your emails? 

A | would love to say it's like a philosophy, but it's more these are old 
documents, and | need to stop having 14,000 emails. So 1 delete -- | don't keep things. 
It's rare for me to keep things. 

Q But you kept these emails that you produced? 

A | have some of them, yeah. 

Q Okay. Is it your view that there may be emails we did not receive that you 
sent out to intel -- 


A 100 percent. 
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Q Okay. And is that maybe because you deleted those emails? 
A Over time. 

Q Okay. 

A But not after the chairman's letter. 


Q_ Thank you for clarifying. 

With respect to these particular emails -- rather with respect to your personal way 
of which you delete emails or retain them, do you actually review them before you hit 
delete? 

A Rarely. _ If it's something | got in 2018 and | haven't read it, | probably don't 
care about whatever it was. 

Q Okay. Since the public statement was released, have you spoken to any of 
the signatories about the public statement? 

A Several. 

Q Okay. Who? 

Tim Kilbourn, Dave Vanell, Michael Morell, Cynthia Strand, Patty 
Brandmaier, Brett Davis. 

Q What did you speak to Mr. Morell about with respect to the public 
statement? 

A So we've spoken several times about things that are not related to this, but 
he told me -- | think a couple weeks before he came in -- that some administration 
official -- or sorry. | keep saying administration. Campaign -- he had spoken to some 
campaign officials. 

Q Okay. Anything else beyond that? 

A Not related to the letter. 


Q And when do you think this conversation started? Happened, rather? 
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A A few months ago. 

Q Showing you what | am marking as exhibit 4. It is an email from you to 
Stephen Slick dated October 19, 2020, at 12:14 p.m. 

A Okay. 

[Wood Exhibit No. 4 
Was marked for identification.] 
BY MR. i: 

Q_ Soyou'll see it says, "Just need your CIA/OSC role, nothing from private 
sector." 

We've touched on this a bit. Why was it important not to include the signatory's 
private sector information? 

A | just thought the letter would get -- | mean, it was what the guidance was, 
number one. And number two, people do all sorts of things in the private sector from 
volunteer work to working at 501(c)(3)s, and it wasn't germane to the topic at hand. 

Q  Sosome of the people who have come to -- I'll represent to you some of the 
people who have come to testify before the committee have said, Look, | was doing this 
in my capacity as a private citizen. You keep talking about my title. I'm entitled to 
engage in First Amendment activity, which, of course, the committees do not dispute. 

But | guess the question we're trying to figure out is, if it's just sort of First 
Amendment private activity and participation in the political process, why was it just so 
important to have those government titles? 

A _ As|'ve said, I've reviewed many, many letters that have been written by 
former national security officials, including former Members of Congress, and they 
include their titles to say this is why we know -- why we have insight to what it is we're 


talking about. 
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Q_ Sothen by that logic, it would seem to be more convincing to the average 
reader if they look at the credentials and bona fides of the individuals making the public 
statement? 

A | would think it would get to credibility. 

Q_ So it would be more credible? 

A [Nonverbal response.] 

Q__ Soif you're saying that Hunter Biden's laptop is potentially a Russian 
information operation, that's going to carry more weight coming from the 51 former 
intelligence officials than coming from someone off the street? 

A Perhaps. 

Q Well, | mean, what is your opinion? 

A So | think you have 51 people who care very much about this country and its 
national security, and between us, have more than 1,000 years of experience on the 
mission. And if you have people who are willing to be public -- which is a rarity for most 
of us and especially for most of the 51 -- that they're that concerned about it, | would 
think the question is, you know, would you not want people who see this coming to offer 
warning? | think it's really important to offer warning when you see danger to the 
country. 

Q__Inthat context, then, and given the experience of you all and the indication 
of former credentials and titles, you would agree, to the average American, that this 
could suggest you have access to information that the rest of us do not? 

A So it's really very important to know that all of us have an obligation to go 
through our various publication review processes regardless of where we're from to make 
sure there's no classified information in the document, and that process was followed in 


this letter. 
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Q_ Fair enough. 

But again, from a perception matter, to the average American who says, Wow, 51 
former intel officials say Hunter Biden's laptop could be part of a Russian information 
operation, it would be reasonable for them to conclude, they must know something we 
don't? 

A So | think, again, we go back to context, right? 

Q_ Yeah. 

A As we're seeing this happen across the space with key players who are 
involved in this story, too. We have formal IC assessments dating back from 2017, and 
we have current work going on in the Senate, the SSCI, probably elsewhere that I'm just 
unaware of, as well as executive orders warning about this -- it was and is a profound 
threat to our elections. 

And so in the context of all this, it's important to say, let's just let the FBI do their 
work. We didn't have insights into whether it was true or not. But in the context of 
this space and the context of what was happening elsewhere, it's really important. Let's 
get to whatever the truth is, and that's the FBI's job. 

Q_ And to that -- and I'll ask this one more time. 

In your opinion, is it fair to conclude or posit that the average American reading 
the public statement would say, these individuals have access to information, perhaps 
classified, that the rest of us do not, and therefore, what they're saying is more credible? 

A | think what | would say is they have experience dealing with these kinds of 
things, so they have a perspective that maybe others don't have. 

Q_ And it could just as easily be what | suggested, right? 

A I'm much more comfortable with what I've said, right? They have the 


experience and time on mission dealing with this situation. So they have exposure toa 
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long history of things that happened, and so they have insights to offer. 

Q_ Fair enough. 

Can you tell us a bit more about your role in promoting the statement? 

A What do you mean by promotion? 

Q Did you simply just email the individuals in your phone that you were 
discussing, or was there any other efforts you've taken? Maybe phone calls to 
individuals? Text messages? Anything like that? 

A The email is the thing | sent out. | sent out one email. If you recall 
reading it, it was some kind of a fast turnaround. | don't remember the details exactly. 
And that was it. 

Q_ That was -- okay. 

What did you understand -- do you know Nick Shapiro? 

A Ido. 

Q  Howdo you know Nick Shapiro? 

He was Director Brennan's staffer when | was the Director's analytics support 
chief. 

Q_ Are you aware of his involvement in the -- of his involvement with the 
creation or promotion of the public statement? 

A lam. 

Q Okay. Whatis your understanding of his role? 

A | think he does public relations professionally now and was working on a 
media piece of it. 

Q What is the media piece of it? 

A Getting the letter out. 


Q To the media? 
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A [Nonverbal response.] 

Q Did you have any -- 

Mr. Wilson. Answer the question orally. 

Ms. Wood. Oh, sorry. What was the question again? Getting the letter out? 
Yes. Sorry. 

Mr. Wilson. No head nods. 

Ms. Wood. Sorry. 

BY MR. Je : 

Q_ Right. So he was in charge of disseminating the statement to the media 
outlets, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And do you know if Director John Brennan played a role in creating or 
promoting the public statement? 

A | have no knowledge of that. 

Q Do you know if Director James Clapper played a role in creating or promoting 
the statement? 

A | have no knowledge of that. 

Q_ Are you aware of whether Director Clapper suggested any changes to the 
letter? 

A | think in one of the documents you guys have, there was something -- an 
editorial change he suggested. 

Q__ | believe the editorial suggestion was to strengthen the verbiage -- and I'll 
represent to you that this is what the document states. 

From the feel of Russian information to the, quote, "It would strengthen the 


verbiage if you say this has all the classic earmarks of a Soviet Russia information." 
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Do you recall that? 

A | recall reading it in your interim report. 

Q What is your opinion of Director Clapper's editorial change? 

A He's putting it in the context of what was happening in the bigger picture. 

Mr. Bishop. Ms. Wood, could | explore something with you for just a moment 
further? 

Ms. Wood. Certainly. 

Mr. Bishop. | was thinking about your answer earlier. | was looking at the 
letter. You may recognize this phrase, "if we are right," in this italicized paragraph -- 

Ms. Wood. Yes. 

Mr. Bishop. -- three paragraphs from the bottom of the first page. 

Ms. Wood. Right. 

Mr. Bishop. The full sentence reads, "If we are right, this is Russia trying to 
influence how Americans vote in this election, and we believe strongly that Americans 
need to be aware of this." 

Did | read that accurately? 

Ms. Wood. You did. 

Mr. Bishop. And you said -- looking back at it, | was asking, | think, what you 
believe was entirely proper, and you said that you would rephrase that, right? 

And | think what you said is you would rephrase it to be -- well, maybe | can get 
you to just clarify what it was rather than my trying to remember. 

Ms. Wood. Sure. And if my English isn't great in fitting in the sentence, forgive 
me. But the concept will be -- 

Mr. Bishop. We're improvising on the fly, and | want to get your sense of it. 


Ms. Wood. Yeah. Thank you. 
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| would have suggested changing it to, if Russia is involved in this. 

Mr. Bishop. At this point in time, do you have any more -- 

Mr. Wilson. Sir, may | ask, which point in time? 

Mr. Bishop. Now. Now. Right now. 

Mr. Wilson. Now. Okay. 

Mr. Bishop. Yes, sir. Yes, ma'am. 

Do you have -- do you know whether Russia was involved or not? 

Ms. Wood. Sothink the F- -- as you alluded to earlier, | don't think we have the 
FBI report, do we? 

Mr. Bishop. Well, let me just get your answer to it. It could be that you're 
saying you don't know. Is that what you're saying? 

Ms. Wood. Yeah. I'm saying | don't know. 

Mr. Bishop. So you don't know. 

And are you aware of any evidence that has emerged since the issuance of this 
letter that would say whether Russia was involved or not? 

Ms. Wood. So it would get into what | would say are the reasons to be cautious, 
is the all sorts of allegations of the Russians coming after senior administration officials, 
coming after those in the Trump ecosystem to try to influence them. The storyline 
about corruption in Ukraine all fits the narrative that the IC assessment and SSCI reports 
reported on. 

So what, to me, it looks like is there are a lot of work that needs to be done to 
determine the origination of the content on the laptop. And I'm hoping that that's the 
forensic analysis that's happening now. 

Mr. Bishop. Are you aware that multiple media outlets have now 


reported -- including New York Times, Washington Post, others -- that significant parts, at 
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least, of the Hunter Biden laptop are authentic? Meaning they were -- 

Ms. Wood. Solread the Washington Post report that you have in the interim 
report, the source that's on the first page. And in reading the actual article, it says that 
the forensic experts they hired could confirm that less than 10 percent of the emails were 
verified and that they were not able to determine, because so many people had been in 
and out of the hard drives, the origination of most of them. And so that's why | really 
think there's -- the big story, the 90 percent, is -- what is that? 

Interestingly, The New York Times also said that some of the contents, the big 
folders about the big guy or something else, had been added to the external hard drives 
that existed outside of FBI hands, and had been added after the FBI took it into custody. 

So to me, there's something happening there where someone is creating a story, 
and it makes me all the more convinced that we need to see what the FBI's forensic work 
comes up with. 

Mr. Bishop. So do! understand, then, that you believe, since there's -- let me, 
first of all, see if | understand that correctly. 

So what you're saying is, you believe there remain issues, as indicated in the news 
reporting, about whether some portions are authentic or not. Is that correct? 

Ms. Wood. Correct. 

Mr. Bishop. Okay. And you believe, furthermore, that -- it's your opinion, is it 
fair to say, that the American people should await the judgment of the FBI before being 
informed about the whole thing? 

Ms. Wood. Ido. | believe that. 

Mr. Bishop. Okay. | yield back. 

Mrs. Spartz. Just quick -- 


Mr. Gaetz. | have a few questions. 
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Good morning. My name is Matt Gaetz. I'ma majority member of the House 
Judiciary Committee. 

Ms. Wood. Nice to meet you. 

Mr. Gaetz. Nice to meet you. 

Can you list for me all the basis you had to sign this letter? 

Ms. Wood. The basis? 

Mr. Gaetz. B-a-s-i-s. 

Ms. Wood. Soon the intelligence community's assessment of interference in the 
2016 election -- | think it was 2017 published. | have a list of them if you want them. 

But that, and then the SSCI's report. There's five volumes. I'm not sure which of those 
volumes had been published by that time. Then we have the executive order signed by 
President Obama. Yeah. 

Then there's the Countering American Adversaries Through Sanctions Act signed 
in 2017 by both Houses, 419 to 3 in the House and 98 to 2 in the Senate, mandating such 
sanctions against Russia to be considered in response to Russian election interference of 
2016. So those were justafew. And then -- 

Mr. Gaetz. Holdon. Before we move on, | just want to get all of the basis that 
you had. 

Ms. Wood. So did you -- 

Mr. Gaetz. Yeah. Is that an exhaustive list? You mentioned at the end of that 
testimony that that was just afew. | want to get an exhaustive list. 

Ms. Wood. And then seeing what is out in open source, where we have 
reporting from the Institute For the Study of War, American Enterprise Institute, so many 
other think tanks, nonprofits, who were doing really remarkable work in this space as well 


as some academic institutions. 
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Mr. Gaetz. And then can you list for me all the people you talked to regarding 
your decision to sign that statement? 

Ms. Wood. Do you mean who did | talk to in deciding to sign it myself? 

Mr. Gaetz. My question is to list all the people with whom you communicated 
regarding the statement. 

Ms. Wood. Is that the same -- 

Mr. Wilson. We've been through this before, if that's right. 

Mr. Gaetz. Okay. | just want to make sure we had a complete list. | just 
wanted to make sure it was a fulsome and complete list. 

Ms. Wood. So off the top of my head, | offered the ones | could remember. 

Mr. Gaetz. Are there any others? 

Ms. Wood. Probably. | just -- | sent it out to probably 20 or 30 people. | just 
don't remember off the top of my head. 

Mr. Gaetz. Okay. And can you list all the purposes you had to sign this 
statement? 

Ms. Wood. To warn of Russian interference in the election. 

Mr. Gaetz. So the debate was not -- 

Ms. Wood. Potential. 

So as | was saying, perhaps before you arrived, this was not high on my list of 
things that | was focused on. Myson had just been diagnosed with something profound 
the afternoon before. 

Mr. Gaetz. | washere for that. | just want to make sure | have a fulsome list of 
every objective you had in signing the letter. 

Ms. Wood. Right. 


Mr. Gaetz. If the sole objective was to warn of Russian interference, that's a 


complete answer. But if there were other things that animated your desire to sign the 
letter, | just want to know them. 

Ms. Wood. Perfect. Thank you. 

Mr. Gaetz. That is it? 

Ms. Wood. That is it. 

Mr. Gaetz. Great. 

You said you might have spoken to Mr. Morell on the phone. _ If that had 
occurred, do you know what the timeframe of that would have been? 

Ms. Wood. Probably that day or the night before, if he gave me a heads-up 
about it. Sometimes he does, sometimes he doesn't. 

Mr. Gaetz. Do you two text? 

Ms. Wood. Occasionally. 

Mr. Gaetz. Do you text more frequently than you chat on the phone? 

Ms. Wood. Wedon't really text. It's mostly email. 

Mr. Gaetz. And who's your email provider? 

Ms. Wood. Google. 

Mr. Gaetz. And who's your cell phone provider? 

Ms. Wood. Mysonsetitup. | think it's Verizon. 

Mr. Lankford. Honest answer. 

Mr. Gaetz. | think I'll have some questions for you in our other hours. 

Mrs. Spartz. Just quickly, you said you thought it would be a danger to the 
country not to know about potential interference. Have you thought it could be 
potential danger to the country not to know of potential involvement of Hunter Biden's 
company that does a lot of business with Russians and Ukrainians? Have you thought 


about that? 


36 


37 


Ms. Wood. Sol really, really firmly believe in the rule of law, and | really believe 
in due process. And | think the allegations are out there, and | don't know if they're true 
ornot. And I've seen some of the more salacious ones, and | don't know anything about 
that. 

What | do believe is that we need to go through the process that we have used in 
callous investigations that have done by Congress, by the IC, by inspectors general, and 
let's get to what the facts are. And| don't feel like we are to the point where we have 
the facts. 

Mrs. Spartz. What about your statement? Would you believe that your 
statement would discredit the potential connections and really bring legitimacy to 
something that is potentially -- you know, that may be happening, right? You legitimate 
with signatures and really would bring legs to bring credibility to this information. 

Do you think it was a danger -- if that had turned out to be true and there was 
something and you didn't know anything about it because you just used your judgment, 
it's potential, it could be also bad for the public not to know a danger to the country not 
to know. Have you thought about it? 

Ms. Wood. So! would say it a little bit differently. | would say that this is very 
much still obviously under active investigation because we haven't heard it publicly, and 
there's a danger in characterizing it either way, which is why we said we don't know. 

But let us look at it within -- | mean, it deserves thorough investigation. _ Is it all 
true? Idon'tknow. Isitall false? |don'tknow. But! think we all, as Americans, 
deserve the courtesy of -- let's get to the truth of what it is. 

By Ms. a: 
Q Ms. Wood, did anyone at the CIA send you a list of potential signatories? 


A No. 


38 


Q___ Did you discuss the statement with anyone at the CIA? 

A No. 

Q How did you obtain a list of signatories? 

A It's people who | had their email addresses on my phone. 
Q Okay. 


BY MR. ie : 


Q Ms. Wood, I'm going to enter into the record an email from Michael Morell 
to himself -- but we understand it's blind carbon-copied to a number of the 
signatories -- as exhibit Number 5, an email dated October 19, 2020, 1:38 a.m., and it 
contains the first draft of the public statement. 

[Wood Exhibit No. 5 
Was marked for identification. ] 

Mr. Wilson. _ Is this five or six? 

Mr...  't should be exhibit 5. 

Ms. Wood. Sorry. Ihave to get my glasses. 

Mr. Sure. 

BY MR. ie : 


Q | want to direct your attention to the last two paragraphs. It's page 3 of 
exhibit 5. The last two paragraphs of the first draft of the public statement. If you can 
review those and look up when you're finished. 

A Okay. 

Q  Dovyou recall reading those paragraphs at the time that Mr. Morell sent 
them to you? 

A No. 


Q But you agreed to sign the public statement with those two paragraphs 
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contained in it? 

A | don't remember the sequencing. Is this the one | received that | sent you? 

Q__ It's unclear at this moment whether or not itis. So I'll just ask you on the 
record as to your best recollection. 

A | just don't remember seeing these sentences. 

Q Okay. What are your views of these two paragraphs contained in the 
public statement? 

A So this -- 

Mr. Lankford. I'msorry. Could you repeat that question? 

Mr. a. | just asked your client what her views were of these last two 
paragraphs. 

Mr. Lankford. Okay. 

Ms. Wood. For me, it looks explanatory of what he believed, | guess, that Vice 
President was doing. 

BY MR. i : 

Q Well, as you sit here today, would you have any objection to signing the 
public statement with these two paragraphs? 

A | wouldn't sign it with those in it. 

Q Okay. Why is that? 

A Because, to me, it's defensive, and it becomes -- it really takes the focus off 
the Russians, and that was my focus. The politics of it are just not something I'm a 
political person in terms of playing in politics. — It's really about what the national security 
goal here was, and that was for me to warn about Russian interference. | think this 
would have been distracting. 


Q Okay. Because it sort of exculpates Vice President Biden from any criticism 
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as to his dealings with the Ukrainians and Burisma? 

A So the Ukrainians and Burisma story, | know, is a deep, deep -- | mean, it's a 
deep, deep substantive area that I'm just not an expertin. | wouldn't have been 
comfortable with this because | don't know the facts. But the point of the letter was to 
warn of Russian interference in the campaign. | think this would have been distracting 
and, you know, perhaps look a little apologetic. 

Q Well, perhaps the point of these paragraphs would be to help Joe Biden 
become President of the United States? 

A You'd have to ask Michael about that. 

Q Okay. And we'd have to ask Michael about that because one of his 
objectives was to help Vice President Biden in the debate with President Trump? 


A _ Again, you'd have to ask Michael about that. 


41 


[10:58 a.m.] 
BY MR. ie: 
Q But that's your understanding, correct? 
Based on what you have in your testimony. 
Q Okay. Showing you what we will mark as exhibit 6. 
[Wood exhibit No. 6 
Was marked for identification.] 
BY MR. ie : 
Q  Anemail -- 
That was 5, right? 

Q  Thatwas5. Anemail from Nick Rasmussen to Michael Morell dated 
October 19, 2020, at 11:44 a.m. Here yougo. And I'd like to direct you to the bottom 
half of the first page where it says, October 19, 2020, 8:41 a.m., Michael Morell wrote. 
Do you see that? 

A Yep. 

Q_ And that says, "Nick, attached is the current version letter with signatories so 
far. FYl: The last 2 paras are gone, as some folks thought them too political. Just 
Russia and intel now. Better." 

Have you seen that email before? 

A | have. 

Q Okay. And at the time that you received the email, what did you think 
of it? 

A No, | saw it | think as part of your process. 

Q So recently was -- 


A Yeah. 
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Q_ --is what you're saying, not contemporaneously. 

Well, let me ask you, do you view those two paragraphs, having now read them, 
as too political? 

A | think they're distracting. | mean, they are political. They're political 
statements about one of the candidates, and the point really needs to be Russia and intel. 

Q Okay. Well, let me ask you this, the political statement as it was 
disseminated, is that a political document as well? 

Mr. Wilson. I'm sorry, you said the political statement as disseminated. Did 
you mean the letter as disseminated? 

BY MR. i : 

Q_ Thank you for clarifying. The public statement as disseminated, is it fair to 
call that a political document? 

A | would call it a warning. 

Q So it would be unfair to call it a political document? 

A | didn't say that. | mean, people can interpret anything anyway. | would 
say it was intended as a warning. 

Q But representing to you that Mr. Morell intended to help Vice President 
Biden become President Biden, it's fair to call it a political document? 

Mr. Wilson. Don't speculate. 

Ms. Wood. Yeah. 

Mrs. Spartz. Do you think you would use political reasons? 

Ms. Wood. So! didn't know about all the backstory that we have subsequently 
learned of, and | did talk to Michael about it. | just said, it wasn't fair to the rest of us to 
not know that. 


Mrs. Spartz. So now looking back, you think you were used? 
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Ms. Wood. | don't -- | would not say that. 

Mrs. Spartz. So how would you? 

Ms. Wood. So there's two -- | don't know, | haven't spoken to everybody, but 
most of us, our purpose was to warn about Russian interference in the election. And 
that was the reason that so many people who have never written or signed anything 
signed on to it. 

To know that there was an additional purpose, we should have known that in the 
calculation to sign, because for us, it's not that we're shy necessarily, but we don't like to 
be in the spotlight at all. And so for people who have had decades and decades of 
career in service, to make the extraordinary step of signing the letter, it is -- it is -- 

Mrs. Spartz. So you think -- 

Ms. Wood. It is really important to know the full story. 

Mrrs. Spartz. So you think it was disservice to your community if you look back? 

Ms. Wood. | would just say, we needed to know. We needed to know that 
story too. 

BY MR. ie : 

Q When you confronted Mr. Morell and said it was unfair, what did he say in 
response? 

A He apologized. 

Q Did he say anything else? 

A (Nonverbal response.) 

Q_ As far as you know, did any of the other signatories confront Mr. Morell -- 

A | don't -- 


-- on their lack of knowledge? 


> /P 


| don't know. 
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Q Other than his apology, did he have anything else to say about keeping you 
in the dark? 

A (Nonverbal response.) 

Q Well, let me ask you this, you're pretty close with Mr. Morell? 

Mr. Wilson. Say yes or no. 

Mr. Lankford. Answer. 

Ms. Wood. Oh,sorry. Can you ask the question again? | forgot if it was a yes 
or no. 


BY MR. i : 


Other than his apology -- 


p 


> 


Thank you. 
Q_ --did he say anything else -- 
A No. 

Q_ I'llfinish the question. Did he say anything else about keeping you or 
anyone else in the dark as to the impetus of the letter? 

A He did not. 

Q  Hedidnot. Did you inquire with him about the impetus of the letter? 

A Before? Before this, no. 

Q When did he -- when did he tell you -- when did -- when was his 
conversation in which he apologized? 

A Recently. 

Q_ After the committee's report that you reviewed? 

A _ Afterhis testimony. | don't remember the timing of the testimony and the 
report. 


Q Okay. We just have a little bit of time left. Do you know if anyone else 
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expressed similar concerns to Mr. Morell as you did about being kept in the dark? 
Mr. Wilson. She answered that question already. The answer was no. 
Ms. Wood. 1|do not. 


Mr. a. Okay. 


Ms. Wood. But! waited until the end of the question, so -- 

Mr. Thank you. 

Mr. Lankford. Well done. 

Mr. Bishop. Ms. Wood, you testified a couple times that this has been common 
practice for former officials to issue statements like this, and you said you identified a 
number of examples. Could you tell us what examples you identified for our context? 

Ms. Wood. Yeah. Yeah. Absolutely. | think you have that. 

Mr. Wilson. This one? 

Ms. Wood. No. 

Mr. Wilson. That's one of them. 

Ms. Wood. Thank you. 

So August 2016, a letter signed by Republican former national security officials. 
Undersigned individuals have all served in senior national security and are -- 

Mr. Bishop. Let me interject. Since you're reading that from something, do you 
have copies of it? How would you feel about marking one of those and -- 

Mr. Wilson. I'd be glad to as long as -- we don't -- we only have to that copy, if 
you all would like to make copies. 

Mr. Bishop. Oh, okay. I'msorry. |beg your pardon. | thought you were 
going off it. So if you would begin again, ma'am, and read it slowly. 

Mr. Wilson. We're about to hit a break. We'd be glad to have copies made 


during the break. 
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Mr. Bishop. That may be the best idea. I'll yield now, and we'll come back to it. 
Ms. Wood. I'm sorry? 

Ms. i. Is it the statement? 

Ms. Wood. Oh. Ididn't have a statement. 


Ms. a. Sorry. Go ahead. 


Ms. Wood. | said | made a statement before | was asleep. 

Ms. it 4 | lost the thread. 

Ms. Wood. Oh, it's okay. 

Yes, we can make a copy. 

Mr. Bishop. Then I'll yield for now and see if they have another question too 
before the break. 

Mr. | think we only have about 7 seconds left so it's probably best to 
adjourn. 

[Recess. ] 

Ms. a. It's 11:18 in the morning. We can go back on the record. 


EXAMINATION: 


BY Ms. ie: 
Q Ms. Wood, good morning again. I'm ae. I'm the Democrat's 


chief oversight counsel. Thank you for taking the time to be with us today. 

A No, thank you. Happy to be here. 

Q Inthe prior hour you were asked fairly extensively about whether the use of 
titles in signing the letter might convey something -- or what that might convey, | guess, 
to the American public. And | actually want to turn to the letter itself and some of the 
language that's in there, so that was introduced as exhibit 1. 


A Uh-huh. 
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Q_ And actually, before we do that, in 2020, you did not have a security 
clearance, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And you personally did not access any non-public information in -- 

A Correct. 

Q_ -- deciding whether to sign this letter? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And you didn't access any classified information in deciding whether to sign 
this letter, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And you personally didn't have access to any of the supposed emails 
or what's been referred to as the Hunter Biden laptop, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And you didn't have access to any intelligence products or any other 
documents that would have analyzed the supposed laptop or its emails, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And the letter actually makes this fairly clear, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And! want to walk through some points in here where it says that. 

A Sure. 

Q_ Sointhe fifth paragraph it says, we want to emphasize that we do not know 
if the emails are genuine or not. Right? 

Mr. Lankford. Answer verbally. 

Ms. Wood. Yes. Sorry. |wasreading. That's correct. 


Mr. Wilson. Take yourtime. Read it and then answer. 
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BY MS. i: 


Q AndIknow we talked about the if we are right language and whether you 
would've phrased it differently, but it does say if we are right, which suggests you might 
not have been right -- 

A Yes. 

Q  --correct? Sorry. Just let me finish the question, if you would. 

On the following page, which is page two, the third paragraph says, our view, 
correct? 

A Yes. 

Q_ And the use -- the term "our view" suggests that it's your subjective opinion, 
correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And it doesn't say that it's factual or that you've reviewed any non-public 
information to get there? 

A Correct. 

Q The next paragraph down refers to media reports, right? 

A Yes. 

Q_ And those would be public media reports, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ Andso you -- again, you didn't suggest you had access to any non-public 
information. These are public media reports, right? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And then in the very next paragraph it says, we do not know 
whether these press reports are accurate, correct? 


A Correct. 
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Q_ And so, again, you said you don't know if they're accurate or not, but relying 
on their face this is what your impression of them is, right? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And then it goes on to say, they do suggest concern without -- within 
executive branch departments and agencies that mirror ours. It says they suggest 
concern not that you have any actual knowledge of such concern in executive branch 
departments or agencies, right? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And then! want to look at the actual signatures. If you look at Mr. Clapper, 
it says former director of national intelligence, former under secretary of defense and so 
on, right? 

A Yes. 

Q_ And the same with Mr. Hayden, it says former director of Central Intelligence 
Agency, former director of National Security Agency, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q_ And, in fact, every single signatory signed these in his or her capacity as a 
former official, right? 

A Correct. 

Q So there's no implication here that anybody was an active agent who -- or an 
active official who had any access to non-public information, right? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. And, in fact, | think you said earlier that the use of your titles was to 
convey that you have certain experience, right? 

A Correct. 


Q Why do you think that's important for the American public to know? 
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A Because to comment on something like this needs the context of a bigger 
picture of the overall view of Russian interference in election -- in this election in the 
United States, but also broader view of looking at over 20, 30-year career for many of us, 
and bringing all of that context to bear on this tactical issue. 

Q__ Sois it fair to say that in the context of a 20 or 30-year career, you do have 
some expertise in Russian information operations? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And to the extent that people are suggesting that you should kind of put that 
in a shelf and act like it doesn't exist, do you think that's a fair request to make of you? 

A | don't. 

Q_ And why is that? 

A Because | think one of the most important roles we can serve is to provide 
warning to the American people when something very dangerous is happening in the 
country, in this particular case, in the broader scope, Russian and other foreign malign 
influence but Russian interference in the election campaigns. And as formers, we did 
this because we continued to be concerned about national security regardless of whether 
we have a current title to our names or not. 

Q Okay. You've taken an oath to protect and defend the Constitution against 
all enemies foreign and domestic, right? 

A Yes, correct. 

Q How many times have you taken that oath? 

A _ Three or four. 

Q Okay. When you were thinking about this project or when you're -- when 
you approached these issues more generally, do you have that oath in mind? 


A Always. 
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Q How does that -- how did that contribute to your decision to sign this letter? 

A So | think for us it really is we swear an oath to the Constitution, and it is a 
profound responsibility, all of us feel. It's a lifetime responsibility whether we are in 
government or not, and when we see something happening that is as dangerous as it is to 
the -- to our democracy and its future, we felt like we had a need to comment on it and 
provide some context around it. 

Q_ Thank you. 

| wantto move on. You were asked in the earlier hour also about your efforts to 
obtain signatories for the letter. Do you recall that? 

A | do. 

Q_ The majority introduced as exhibit -- sorry. Give me one second -- as 
exhibit 4 an email chain involving you and Steven Slick. 

A Yes. 

Q_ Andcan you remind me who Steven Slick is? 

A He was a former agency officer. | think he worked at the National Security 
Council for a while. | don't know him very well. 

Q Was he one of the names in your phone? 

A | don't remember if he got it directly from me or he was forwarded it by 
someone else. 

Q Okay. Solactually want to introduce the full email chain because the 
majority only introduced the latter two emails. 

A Okay. 

Q So we'll introduce that as exhibit 7. 

A Thank you. 


[Wood exhibit No. 7 
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Was marked for identification.] 
Ms. zea. And the emails that the majority did not include are at the very back 
of this production. 
Mr. Lankford. Am |right that this is three pages long? 


Ms. . 


It is three pages long, and | think it was actually produced -- we have 
the originals as produced by Ms. Wood. | think it was produced in a weird format so we 
put it intoa Word doc. But if you would like the originals, we have them on hand. 

Mr. Wilson. | think the answer is, this is not the same format we produced. 


Ms. i. Yeah. 


Ms. Wood. Yes. 


BY MS. i: 


Okay. You've had a moment to review? 


p 


> 


Yes. 

Q Whois Roger George? 

A He was a former national intelligence officer. He worked a lot of European 
issues. | think he's currently a political science professor at Occidental College, which is 
my alma mater. 

Q Okay. And you know Mr. George? 

A Ido. 


Q What's your relationship with him? 


A I've spoken in his class. 
Q Okay. Would you have his number in your phone, for example? 
A | would. 


Would you have his email address? 


> PY 


| would. 
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Q Okay. So based on this email chain, looking at the email -- and | should say, 
it appears that Mr. George lives in Pasadena, California, based on this email chain. — Is 
that accurate? 

A itis. 

Q_ Solthink some of the timestamps may reflect Pacific Time and some may 
reflect Eastern Time. So l'm going to refer to them by the timestamp that's listed here 
with the understanding that it's not clear on this if that's Pacific Time or Eastern Time in 
some of that. There may be some confusion in that. 

A _ That's fine. 

Q__ Soif you have clarity, feel free to shed it, but | think we just -- we might not 
be able to unravel that. 

A Perfect. Thank you. 

Q_ Soit appears that at 7:27 a.m., on Monday, October 19, 2020, you sent this 
to a list of recipients who may have been bcc'd, and among them was Roger George. 


Does that -- does that track with -- 


A Yes. 
Q_ --your recollection? 
Yes. 


Q Okay. And it appears that at 10:33 a.m., on October 19, 2020, Roger 
George forwarded this to Steven Slick. 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And then Steven Slick responded to Mr. George and to you. He 
said, thank you, Roger. This sounds like a sensible approach to these highly suspect 
communications. Kristin, please feel free to add my name and signature to the list of 


folks endorsing this statement. And then he provides his signature block, right? 
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A Yes. 

Q_ Then you responded to him at 11:37 a.m. saying, thanks, Steve, will do. 
And then after that there was some more back and forth with Mr. Slick, in between 
Mr. Slick and you copying, | think -- actually, not -- Roger George is not copied in the later 
communications. Is that correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. So you actually didn't list Roger George in the first hour when you 
were asked about people that you sent this to, but this is an example of somebody that 
you sent it to that maybe you didn't recall, because you sent it to a number of people, 
right? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Do you know if Roger George forwarded the email to anybody else? 

| do not. 

Q Okay. | want to introduce another email exchange. I'm sorry, before | do 
that, are you familiar with a man named David Cariens? 

A Yes. 

Q  Howdo you know Mr. Cariens? 

A He was in an analytic company that provided services to others that | -- we 
were both in the same company as 1099s, so not employees but people who came in and 
taught analytic classes. 

Q Okay. 

A And then he worked with, | think, several other folks | knew, so | knew his 
name. 

Q Okay. | want to introduce an email from Mr. Cariens to you. We'll 


introduce this as exhibit Number 8. 
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A Great. 
[Wood exhibit No. 8 
Was marked for identification.] 
BY MS. ie: 

Q_ And|'ll give you a minute to review it. 

And, again, as with the other email, | think this was produced in a different format. 
It was on a couple different pages, and it was a little hard to track, so we put it into one. 
But we have the originals if you'd like to see them. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. Do you recall this email exchange? 

Yes. 

Q Soin this email exchange it appears that the email was sent from you to 
Mr. Cariens who agreed to sign. Is that -- that's what this reflects? 

A Yes. 

Q_ _Doyou recall that exchange now that you've had a chance to review it? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. So did you send Mr. Morell's -- the draft statement to Mr. Cariens? 

A | must have. 

Q Okay. And Mr. Cariens responded to you, yes, | want to sign. As for 
signing, just do David Cariens, former CIA intelligence analyst, over 50 years working in 
U.S. intelligence community, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q_ And then you added him to the list? 

A Correct. 


Q  Doyou recall where you would've gotten Mr. Cariens' name? 


A 
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He -- again, we were both working for a company where you had just 1099s, 


right, so you keep your personal email addresses. And so when the company would 


send out email blasts they would send it to all of us. So when! was looking up folks on 


my email, David -- well, David Terry and David Cariens, and | think there might have been 


another David too. 


Q 


A 


Q 


Okay. And | believe Mr. Cariens has a wife named Janice -- 
She does -- he does. 


-- who signed as well? 


Did you -- do you recall if you sent the same statement to Janice Cariens as well? 


A 
Q 
A 


Q 


| do not believe | did. 
Okay. So it might have been that he shared it with her? 
Yes. 


Okay. Did you -- and you said earlier that you had no contact with the CIA's 


prepublication classification review board? 


A 


Q 


Q 


Over this, correct. 

Okay. And you never received any emails from them? 

No. 

They never sent you any lists of names of individuals who wanted to sign -- 
No. 

-- on to the letter, correct? 

Correct. 

Okay. Wecan move on. 

Okay. 


You said in the first hour that your primary reason for signing the letter was 


because you wanted to make people aware that the Russians could be interfering in the 
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election and to let the FBI do its job, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q- Okay. | want to talk a little bit about why you were concerned about the 
Russians interfering in the election. The very first sentence of the October 19th 
statement -- of -- sorry, the very first sentence of the second paragraph of the 
October 19th letter reads, we are also individuals who see Russia as one of our Nation's 
primary adversaries. Do you see where it says that? 

A Yes. 

Q Was this an accurate statement with respect to your view at the time the 
letter was written? 

A It is. 

Q Do you still see Russia as a primary adversary of the United States? 

Absolutely. 

Q Could you explain why you believe Russia is an adversary of the United 
States? 

A Well, as it has been over watching -- a career of more than 25 years of 
watching them come against us in all sorts of ways, and the ability to interfere in our 
elections, while they might have aspirational over many decades, social media, media, the 
ability to move information and create bot farms has transformed their ability to be 
successful. 

And so | think those of us who signed the letter, those of us who monitor this 
involvement are deeply, deeply concerned that we want Americans to go to the polls 
because of what they believe and what their views are based on what they have learned 
themselves, what they care about themselves and not be directed by any adversary. 


Q_ And |think you said in the first hour that you have a degree in political 
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science focused on U.S.-Soviet relations. Is that right? 
A Yes. 


Q  Doyou believe that Russia has a goal of harming the United States? 


> 


100 percent. 

Q  Andcan you say anything more about that? 

A Well, we've seen it over so many decades where they're doing what they can 
to counter us, whether that's proxy wars, you know, dating -- long before the Cuban 
missile crisis, but | think they view us as in their way and our democracy experiment 
definitely flies in the face of theirs with communism. And | think as long as we are 
successful and we are leading the world in so many ways, technology, innovation, deep 
thinking, advancing, deep science, we are a threat to their story of their nation as they're 
facing corruption and shrinking populations. 

And so this is not only pervasive as we're seeing that they're attacking Ukraine, 
right, the ongoing war there, but the war against us is profound in terms of how they're 
coming against us, how many people they have focused against us, and | worry about the 
damage it's doing not only to our election process but to our body politic, to our political 
dialogue amongst each other. | mean, if we're angry with each other, fine, but | don't 
want it to be because the Russians are -- the Russians or the Chinese, the Iranians, or 
anyone are stoking that anger. 

Q Okay. Thank you for that. 

The first sentence -- the final sentence of the October 19, 2020, letter reads, it is 
high time that Russia stops interfering in our democracy. And | think just now you said 
that, you know, Russia is trying to get people to vote based on what they're pushing out 
not based on what's actually -- the actual issues that America is facing. 


Can you explain why you believed it was important to make it -- to make the 
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public aware of Russian interference in particular? 

A | think it's -- it has a profound effect on how people see each other and 
political candidates. And, | mean, it's race relations, it's societal relations, and so the 
schisms it's creating between us are profound. And to provide warning on that, the 
context of this is enormous. And it's rare to have now three executive orders, two 
intelligence community assessments, five volumes from the SSCI, and more all warning 
about the profound effects of this. So Russia is going to keep doing this to us until we 
stop them, and so the warning is we've got to stop them. 

Q. Anddo you believe that public statements such as the one you put out, 
making the public aware of what the Russians are doing can be a helpful way to 
counteract the Russians' efforts to interfere? 

A | believe it's -- yes, | believe it's a public service. 

Q And why do you believe that making the public aware of Russian efforts 
specifically can help to counteract their efforts to interfere? 

A Because | think absent it the dramatic, sensational becomes fact as it runs 
away on Twitter or other social media, and that can swing -- regardless of the truth of the 
matter, it swings to the narrative they find is most destructive to the United States. 
There is in no circumstance in which they're advocating something that's for the greater 
good of the United States, and so providing warning of that and just having us all take a 
deep breath and see what's happening, actually let's do the investigations, let's do the 
hard work to see what the real story is. 

Q Inthe first hour you said that you felt that Mr. Morell should have let people 
know about his secondary purpose regarding -- his political purpose in addition to the 
warning, but does that purpose in your mind diminish your purpose, which was to make 


sure the American public knew about election interference by the Russians or potential 
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election interference by the Russians? 
A It doesn't for me, does not for me. 


Q Okay. So you still felt that it was important for the American -- 


A | do. 
Q_ -- public to have this warning? 
A | do. 


Q_ And you still felt the need, a strong need, | think | can say, to counteract the 
Russian efforts to interfere. Is that fair to say? 

A _ Yes, absolutely. 

Q Okay. You've mentioned a couple times the products that the intelligence 
community has put out, and | think in the first hour you were asked to go through and list 


the bases on which you relied. | want to talk through some of those products now -- 


A Okay. 
Q_ --insome detail, and we'll introduce some of them into the record as well. 
Okay. 


Q_ Sothe October -- and | think -- sorry. It's exhibit 1. So we're going to talk 
through exhibit 1, which is the letter itself, and then we'll introduce some of the 
intelligence products that support that letter as we go. Sol don't think they've been 
introduced so far. 

A Perfect. 

Q So the October 19th letter says, there are a number of factors that make us 
suspicious of Russian involvement. And the eighth paragraph of the letter, which is the 
bottom paragraph -- the last paragraph in the bottom of the first page, it reads, such an 
operation, which refers to a Russian cyber hacking operation, would be consistent with 


Russian objectives as outlined publicly and recently by the intelligence community to 
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create political chaos in the United States and to deepen divisions here but also to 
undermine the candidacy of former Vice President Biden and thereby help the candidacy 
of President Trump. 

Do you see where it says that? 

A | do. 

Q Okay. Can you explain why based on your experience it would've been 
consistent with Russian objectives to create political chaos in the United States and to 
deepen divisions here? 

A So among their worst nightmares is a vibrant, functioning democracy where 
people have the ability to speak freely and exchange their views and, you know, through 
the process of voting come up with, you know, the majority view of who should be the 
next President. And it is not in Russia's interest for that dialogue to be free and fair. It 
is not in Russia's interest for the U.S. election process to be seen as rigorous and well 
controlled and unbiased. 

And so it is something we've seen over dozens and dozens and dozens of 
intelligence reports, well before social media became a thing, but since then, | mean, this 
is as established fact as you can get in the world of intelligence. 

Q Okay. | want to introduce as exhibit 9. 

[Wood exhibit No. 9 
Was marked for identification. ] 
BY ws. a: 

Q  Astatement from then-National Counterintelligence and Security Center 
Director William, or Bill, Evanina, which is dated August 7, 2020. It's entitled, "Election 
Threat Update for the American Public." And I'll give you a minute to review that. 


A Okay. 
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Q Now that you've had a chance to review this, do you recall if you reviewed 
this in 2020, or if you were aware of it in 2020? 

A | don't recall. 

Q Okay. We've highlighted a paragraph on the second page that begins, and 
it's -- | should say, this is a print-off. So onthe website it's all one giant page, but as 
printed it's the second page. It's all caps, Russia, and I'm going to read it into the record. 

It says, We assess that Russia is using a range of measures to primarily denigrate 
former Vice President Biden and what it cease as an anti-Russia, quote, establishment. 
This is consistent with Moscow's public criticism of him when he was Vice President for 
his role in the Obama administration's policies on Ukraine and its support for the 
anti-Putin opposition inside Russia. For example, pro-Russian -- pro-Russia Ukrainian 
parliamentarian Andriy Derkach is spreading claims about corruption -- including through 
publicizing leaked phone calls -- to undermine former Vice President's Biden's candidacy 
and the Democratic Party. Some Kremlin-linked actors are also seeking to boost 
President Trump's candidacy on social media and Russian television. 

Did | read that correctly? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. So this statement -- to summarize, this statement says that the NCSC 
assesses that Russia is using a range of measures to denigrate former Vice President 
Biden and to support then-President Trump, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q___ So that is actually directly consistent with the statement, that first sentence 
of that eighth paragraph in the October 19th letter, correct? 

A Correct. 


Q_ Are you familiar with the NCSC? 
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A Yes. 

Q Can you describe what they do? 

A So -- and then under Bill Evanina, | mean, it's been kind of a remarkable 
evolution of how it's progressed as anentity. | think at ODNI they do a ton of work to 
kind of make sure that we have the best information we can on issues that also might be 
of domestic concern. 

Q Okay. Onthe second page, it says, "The intelligence assessments 
above" -- which include this discussion of Russia that | just mentioned -- "represent the 
most current, accurate, and objective election threat information the IC has to offer in an 
unclassified setting at this time." Do you agree that, just based on your review of this, 
that this appears to be current, accurate, and objective? 

A Ido. And! would just add the following sentence, "Providing objective 
intelligence analysis is the solemn duty of the men and women of the IC, who work day 
and night around the world, often at great personal risk to safeguard our Nation." 

Q_ And why is that important? 

A That's important because that is the ethos from which we all come, the 51 of 
us, and we believe it's the solemn duty whether we're in office or we're in government or 
not. 

Q Okay. And this press release -- it is a press release that was published 
August 7, 2020. This was publicly available to you and any other member of the public, 
right? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Continuing on, the ninth paragraph of the October 19th letter, which 
is the first paragraph on the second page, the top paragraph on the second page, it states, 


such an operation would be consistent with some of the key methods Russia has used in 
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its now multi-year operation to interfere in our democracy, the hacking via cyber 
operations and the dumping of accurate information or the distribution of inaccurate or 
misinformation. 

Russia did both of these during the 2016 presidential election. Judgments 
shared by the US. intelligence community, the investigation into Russian activities by 
Special Counsel Robert Mueller and the entirety, parentheses, all Republicans and 
Democrats, end parentheses, on the current Senate Intelligence Committee. 

Did | read that correctly? 

A You did. 

Q  Doyou recall what, quote, judgments shared by the U.S. intelligence 
community, end quote, was a reference to? 

A It would've been the 2017 intelligence community assessment. 

Q Okay. I'm going to introduce that into the record as exhibit Number 10. 

[Wood exhibit No. 10 
Was marked for identification.] 


Mr. Lankford. Is that 10? 


Q Have you seen this before? 

A | have. 

Q Okay. Soon-- this is a joint assessment by the Central Intelligence Agency, 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the National Security Agency, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And this is a joint product they released that details a Russian 


campaign to influence the 2016 election, correct? 
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A Yes. 

Q Okay. So according to pages two to three of the summary -- sorry, it's 
Roman numeral two to three. There's a background section on top, so we're actually 
looking at Roman numeral two to three, which is -- yeah, sorry. 

A What page? 

Q_ Soit's-- yeah. Sorry, it's confusing because of the way it was printed. | 
apologize. 

Mr. Wilson. So the page starting "Scope" or the page after that? 

Ms. Wood. "Scope and Sourcing"? 

BY Ms. ie: 

Q_ No, it starts "Key Judgments." So it's Roman numeral two. There we go, 
key judgments. 

A Got it. I'm with you. 

Q  Solcan give you a minute to review this, but briefly, this says that, "We 
assess Russian President Vladimir Putin ordered an influence campaign in 2016 aimed at 
the U.S. presidential election. Russia's goals were to undermine public faith in the U.S. 
democratic process, denigrate Secretary Clinton, and harm her electability and potential 
presidency. We further assess Putin and the Russian Government developed a clear 
preference for President-elect Trump Trump." Did 1! read that correctly? 

A You did. 

Q__ So this, in fact, supports that statement in the ninth paragraph of the 
October 19th letter, correct? 

A It does. 

Q  Doyou consider this a reliable assessment? 


A Absolutely. 
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Q Why do you say absolutely? 

A Because it's the considered view of key elements of the intelligence 
community responsible for this. 

Q Okay. And it says -- under the first bullet point it says, we also assess Putin 
and the Russian Government helped to -- aspired to help President-elect Trump's election 
chances when possible by discrediting Secretary Clinton and publicly contrasting her 
unfavorably to him. All three agencies agree with this judgment. CIA and FBI have 
confident -- high confidence in this judgment. NSA has moderate confidence. 

So when it says all three agencies agree with this judgment, what does that mean 
to you as an intelligence professional? 

A Asyou know from reading many intelligence assessments, that's a rarity for 
all three agencies to be able to say something so direct. So to me, that even with the 
moderate confidence judgment from NSA, it says that they believe that this -- the Russian 
Government was aspiring to help President-elect Trump's chances. 

So -- and it's something that is a pretty -- this is something that takes a long time 
todo. Thereisalot of sourcing. Thereisalot of background. There is so much work 
underpinning even these few pages that it's a really powerful -- how do | say this 
best -- for the IC to do something like this, it expresses profound concern and that they 
could do it in such a way, all three agencies agree, say that they're aligned in what the 
warning is. 

Q Okay. Soyou consider this pretty conclusive evidence that the Russians did 
interfere in the 2016 election. 

A Ido. 

Q Is that fair to say? 


A Yes. 
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Q_ The October 19th letter also references the Mueller report. Are you 
familiar with the Mueller report? 

A | haven't read it recently, but, yes, I'm familiar with it. 

Q What's your understanding of what the Mueller report says with respect to 
Russian interference in the 2016 election? 

A | won't recall the details. 

Q Okay. Wecan introduce -- we're going to introduce the cover page from 
the Mueller report and page 36 of volume one of the Mueller report. We're not 
introducing the whole thing because | think it's like 500 pages long, and that would gum 
up the record. 

Mr. Lankford. Thank you. 

Mr. Wilson. Thank you. 

Ms. i. You're welcome. And this is exhibit Number 11. 

Ms. Wood. Okay. 

[Wood exhibit No. 11 
Was marked for identification. ] 
BY Ms. ie: 

Q So and, again, this is -- we're only going to -- we're only introducing one page 
of avery long document. But is it fair to say that on this page the Mueller report 
concludes that the Russians engaged in a hacking and leaking operation designed to 
interfere in the 2016 U.S. presidential election and undermine the Clinton campaign? 

A It does. 

Q Okay. And do you consider this to be a reliable assessment of what 
happened in 2016? 


A | do. 
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Q Okay. And, again, turning back to the ninth paragraph of that October 19th 
letter, the last source it references in that paragraph is the current -- the report issued by 
the entirety, all Republicans and Democrats, on the current Senate Intelligence 
Committee. Do you recall what that was a reference to? 

A | don't know which volume of the report it referred to, but among the five 
volumes that have been published by SSCI related to Russian interference. 

Q Okay. We're going to introduce that into the record. That will be exhibit 
Number 12. And -- 

[Wood exhibit No. 12 
Was marked for identification.] 
Mr. Wilson. What's exhibit 12, please? I'msorry. Slow down. 
BY Ms. ie: 

Q__ So this is the Senate -- it's an excerpt from the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence report on Russian interference in the 2016 election. And this is from 
volume five. 

A |saw one of them. It was almost 1,000 pages, so | was thinking there were 
a lot of trees that were going to die. 

Q So we're introducing the report and the findings section of volume five. 
We're actually just going to talk about the findings, the headline of the findings section, 
but the primary topic. 

A Okay. 

Q Oh, I'm sorry, we're actually going to look at Roman numeral seven. | 
haven't looked at this exhibit in a couple days. 

A No worries. 


Q_ So we've highlighted a section in there. 
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A | don't have a Roman numeral, but | do have a -- 
Q___ It's Roman numeral seven. 
Perfect. 

Q Soon Roman numeral seven of the findings section, it says, under "Hack and 
Leak" it says, "The committee found that Russian President Vladimir Putin ordered the 
Russian effort to hack computer networks and accounts affiliated with the Democratic 
Party and leak information damaging to Hillary Clinton and her campaign for President." 

And then it continues on, "Moscow's intent was to harm the Clinton campaign, 
tarnish an expected Clinton presidential administration, help the Trump campaign after 
Trump became the presumptive Republican nominee, and undermine the U.S. democratic 
process." 

Did | read that correctly? 

A You did. 

Q__ So this is another assessment which supports the -- that paragraph in the 
October 19th letter, correct? 

A It does. 

Q_ And you've actually mentioned the Senate Intelligence report a couple times 
in your testimony today. 

A Yeah. 


Q Do you consider this to be a particularly reliable finding? 


> 


Yes, | do. 

Q- And why is that? 

A _ The SSCI's reports, when they put the effort into doing these massive 
undertakings, are just remarkable in terms of the breadth and scope and the research 


done and generally very, very high quality work, excellent in analytic judgment and 
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sourcing. 

Q Okay. And the October 19th letter references the fact that all members of 
the Senate Intelligence Committee, both Republicans and Democrats, joined this report. 
Was that something that was important to you? 

A Hearing that now -- | did not realize that before -- | think it's a sign of the 
unified view of the threat to our democracy. 

Q Okay. Do you think it's fair to say that there's a widespread agreement 
amongst intelligence professionals that Russia did interfere in 2016? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. The -- going back to the letter, the tenth paragraph, which is the 
second paragraph on the second page, it says that the Russians, according to media 
reports and cybersecurity experts, targeted Burisma late last year for cyber collection and 
gained access to its emails. 

Do you recall the media reports or cybersecurity experts to which this sentence 
refers? 

A | don't. 

Q Okay. We'll introduce as exhibit 13. 

[Wood exhibit No. 13 
Was marked for identification.] 
By ws. i: 

Q  ANew York Times article entitled, "Russians Hacked Ukrainian Gas Company 
At the Center of Impeachment." And I'll give you a minute to review it. 

A Thank you. 

Q_ And we've highlighted the paragraph we're going to -- 


A And this is exhibit -- 
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This is 13. 


p 


> 


Okay. 
Q Okay. Doyou recall if you've seen this article before? 
A Along time ago. 

Q Okay. So just to summarize, this article says that the GRU, which is the 
Russian intelligence unit, or the Russian intelligence directorate rather, used phishing 
emails to target Burisma and gain access to their computer systems. Is that a fair 
summary? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And that is pretty much exactly what the October 19th letter says, 
correct? 

A itis. 

Q_ So that sentence in the letter was supported by publicly available media 
reports, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Paragraph 10 of the letter also says that Ukrainian politician and 
businessman Andriy Derkach, identified and sanctioned by the U.S. Treasury Department 
for being a 10-year Russian agent interfering in the 2020 election, passed purported 
materials on Burisma and Hunter Biden to Giuliani. 

What is your understanding of who Giuliani is, first of all? 

A _ Adviser to then-President Trump. 

Q Okay. And what's your understanding of who Andriy Derkach is? 

A | don't know him as well. 

Q Okay. Are you aware with the fact that Mr. Derkach was sanctioned by the 


Treasury Department? 
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A Yes. 

Q_ And what's your understanding of that? 

A | think for influence, if | recall correctly, trying to influence election by all 
people. 

Q Okay. And you referenced in the earlier hour an executive order. | 
believe it might have been the executive order sanctioning him. _ It's Executive Order 
13848. 

A Okay. 

Q_ And1 want to introduce into the record the Treasury Department press 
release, which references that executive order and references and announces the 
sanctions put on Mr. Derkach for interfering in the election. 

A Thank you. 

Q_ And this will be number 14. 

[Wood exhibit No. 14 
Was marked for identification. ] 
By Ms. i: 
Q_ And we're just going to look at the highlighted paragraph here. 
Okay. 

Q__ So this says that Treasury designated Andriy Derkach pursuant to Executive 
Order 13848 for his efforts to influence the 2020 U.S. presidential election. Derkach, a 
member of the Ukrainian parliament, has been an active Russian agent for over a decade, 
maintaining close connections with the Russian Intelligence Services. Derkach has 
directly or indirectly engaged in, sponsored, concealed, or otherwise been complicit in 
foreign interference in an attempt to undermine the upcoming 2020 U.S. presidential 


election. Right? 
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A Yes. 

Q__ So this directly supports the statements made in that October 19th letter 
regarding the interactions with the Russian agent, correct? 

A It does. 

Q Okay. And as far as you know, Treasury's conclusion -- are you aware of 


whether Treasury's sanctions are still in effect? 


A I'm not aware. 
Q Okay. ‘I'll represent to you that they are in effect today. 
A Okay. 


Q We talked just a minute ago about who Rudy Giuliani is. Are you aware 
that Mr. Giuliani worked with Andriy Derkach throughout 2020 in an attempt to influence 
the election? 

A I've read press reports that say that. 

Q Okay. Do you recall any specific press reports? 

A New York Times wrote a long article that was summarizing -- and 
Washington Post as well, that was summarizing that relationship and Mr. Giuliani's trips 
to Ukraine to seek dirt on the Biden family. 

Q_ Are you familiar with a Daily Beast article, which is a report on a one-hour 
interview that they had with Mr. Giuliani? 

A I'm not. 

Q Okay. We're going to introduce that into the record, because it is a 
one-on-one interview with him. 

A Great. 

Q_ Orit'sareport on that. The title of this article -- it's dated October 17, 


2020, which was 2 days before your letter was released. The title of the article is, "Rudy: 
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Only 50/50 Chance | Worked With a ‘Russian Spy' to Dig Dirt on Bidens and Ukraine." 

This will be introduced as number -- as 15. 

[Wood exhibit No. 15 
Was marked for identification.] 
BY Ms. ie: 

Q_ And we are going to focus on actually language on page five, which discusses 
the laptop issue specifically. But take as long as you need to review it. 

A Okay. 

Q__ So, sorry, | think we actually have a couple highlighted sentences. Weare 
going to look at the one on page five, which is the last page of the -- so we've highlighted 
a paragraph -- a sentence here that said, "Giuliani said he viewed his latest leak to the 
New York Post as an extension of his years-long efforts to work with Ukrainians to dig up 
dirt on the Bidens." And the latest leak to the New York Post refers to the Biden laptop 
leak. 

Would it have been concerning to you if Giuliani seemingly viewed the leak of the 
laptop as part of his ongoing work with the Ukrainians to, quote, dig up dirt on the 
Bidens? 

A It would. 

Q Why would that be concerning? 

A Because it gets to the heart of the issue, whether this is something that has 
been propped up by the Russians to the disadvantage of the free and fair U.S. elections. 
So him saying that directly is a pretty profound statement. 

Q_ Are you aware that the White House has warned that Rudy Giuliani was a 
target of a Russian intelligence operation to feed misinformation -- 


A lam. 
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Q_ --to President Trump? 

Do you recall why you're aware of that? 

A _ There was a New York Times article and a Washington Post article that 
discussed multiple intelligence officers warning the Trump administration of the targeting 
of Mr. Giuliani. 

Q___Is that concerning to you that the Trump administration was warned about 
Mr. Giuliani being a target of Russian influence operations? 

A _ The warning is something | think has happened in multiple administrations. 
If you're trying to be -- if someone is being manipulated by adversaries, you would want 
them to know. That continued is of concern. 

Q_ And why is it a concern that it continued? And when you say it continued, 


that Mr. Giuliani continued to have interactions with the Russian -- 


A Yes. 
Q_ -- with the Ukrainians and the Russians? Is that what you're referring to? 
A Yes. 


Q_ And why is that a concern? 

A Again, it comes back to the fundamental view that U.S. elections needed to 
be decided by Americans voting their conscience, voting the things that they care about, 
and not being swayed by allegations prompted by any adversary. 

Q So we've talked through some of the factors and some of the evidence that 
supports what's in the letter. In the earlier hour you were asked if you were aware of 
any evidence suggesting that the Russians were involved. And | want to turn to some 
evidence that suggests the Russians may have been involved. 

So | want to introduce -- and we have about 10 minutes left. | want to introduce 


a January 7, 2021, intelligence community assessment. _ It's entitled, "Foreign Threats to 
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the 2020 U.S. Federal Elections." This will be exhibit 16. 
[Wood exhibit No. 16 
Was marked for identification.] 


BY Ms. ie: 


Have you seen this before? 


se) 


> 


| have. 
Q Okay. Do you want a minute to review it? 
A No. 

Q Okay. Can you please turn to, it's the fourth page. As printed, it's Roman 
numeral one, small one. _ It's headlined, "Foreign Threats to the 2020 U.S. Federal 
Elections." 

A Okay. 

Q_ There's a highlighted section on there. 

Okay. We've highlighted key judgment two, and I'm going read it into the 
record. It says, we assess that Russian President Putin authorized, and a range of 
Russian Government organizations conducted, influence operations aimed at denigrating 
President Biden's candidacy and the Democratic Party, supporting former 
President Trump, undermining public confidence in the electoral process, and 
exacerbating sociopolitical divisions in the U.S. 

Unlike in 2016, we did not see persistent Russian cyber efforts to gain access to 
election infrastructure. We have high confidence in this assess -- in our assessment; 
Russian state and proxy actors who all serve the Kremlin's interests worked to affect U.S. 
public perceptions in a consistent manner. 

A key element of Moscow's strategy, this election cycle was its use of proxies 


linked to Russian intelligence to push influence narratives -- including misleading or 
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unsubstantiated allegations against President Biden -- to U.S. media organizations, U.S. 
officials, and prominent U.S. individuals, including some close to former President Trump 
and his administration. 

Did | read that correctly? 

A You did. 

Q_ Asan intelligence professional, what does high assessment -- high 
confidence in our assessment mean? 

A _ That is as good as it gets in the world of intelligence to have a 
high-confidence judgment. 

Q So does that mean that the agencies who contributed to this report have a 
firm belief that this is likely true? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Can you flip to the cover page. And this is in small print, but at the 
bottom it says, this intelligence community assessment was prepared by the National 
Intelligence Council under the auspices of the National Intelligence Officer, parenthesis, 
NIO, for cyber. It was drafted by the National Intelligence Council and CIA -- which is a 
reference to the Central Intelligence Agency, correct? 

A Yes. 


Q DHS, which is the Department of Homeland Security, correct? 


A Yes. 
Q FBI, which is the Federal Bureau of Investigation, correct? 
A Yes. 


INR, which can you remind me what INR is? 


> PY 


Oh, that's really good. Intelligence and research. 


Mr. Wilson. That's right. 
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Ms. Wood. Yeah. 


> O09 Fr OP F DP F MP F P FF O-EC 


> PY 


Q 


BY MS. i: 


And NSA, which is the national security administration, correct? 
National Security Agency, yes. 

Agency, I'msorry. Agency. 

No problem. Acronym soup. 

And coordinated with CIA, again, the Central Intelligence Agency, correct? 
Yes. 

DHS, the Department of Homeland Security, correct? 

Yes. 

FBI, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, correct? 

Yes. 

INR, which is intelligence and research, correct? 

Yes. 

Treasury, which is the Treasury Department, correct? 

Yes. 

And NSA, which is the National Security Agency, correct? 

Yes. 


So if all of these agencies contributed to this and they all have -- would this 


reference here to high confidence mean that all of these agencies have high confidence in 


this assessment? 


A 


Q 


It does, otherwise they would've taken a footnote. 
Right. And there's no dissent here noted, correct? 
Correct. 


Okay. So is it fair to say that every intelligence agency we just talked 
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through has high confidence that Russian President Putin authorized, and that the 
Russians conducted, a range of influence operations in 2016? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. That last sentence of that paragraph -- of that judgment, it says, a 
key element of Moscow's strategy this election cycle was its use of proxies linked to 
Russian intelligence to push influence narratives. 

Based on what we just talked through, would you agree that Andriy Derkach was a 
proxy linked to Russian intelligence? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. It says including misleading or unsubstantiated allegations against 
President Biden to U.S. media organizations. 

Would you agree that the New York Post is a U.S. media organization? 

A | would. 

Q US. officials and prominent U.S. individuals, including some close to former 
President Trump and his administration. 

Would you agree that Rudy Giuliani is an individual close to former 
President Trump and his administration? 

A Yes, as | understand it. 

Q So onits face, do you agree that this assessment as written, in fact, could 
support a narrative that Rudy Giuliani colluded with the Ukrainians to leak information 
potentially including the laptop information to the New York Post? 

A It could absolutely be the case that's exactly how it happened, and | still 
want the FBI to do their work -- 

Q Understood. 


A -- right. Sol think this gets to the profound concern that we had though, 
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right, is people in this space, including some of the actors involved, both in support of 
Russia and Russian goals, as well as U.S. officials, have been involved in a variety of other 
elements of election interference, which is why the laptop became such an issue for us. 

Was therealaptop? Yes. Did it belong to Hunter Biden? Yes. It's all the 
story of what's on it. We don't know and we're still waiting for the FBI to tell us. But 
it's -- this whole context that you've offered is exactly why we were so concerned. _ It's 
the bigger picture. 

Q And we had -- we've heard testimony from another individual who said 
that he thinks the story has not been completely written yet on this issue. Would you 
agree with that assessment? 

A | would agree with that. 


Q Okay. And we have -- we can go off the record. 
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[12:24 p.m.] 
BY MR. i : 

Q_ Back onthe record, 12:24 p.m. Ms. Wood, before the -- well, when the 
Republicans staff and Members of Congress concluded their questions, you had indicated 
that you spoke to Mr. Morell, and he gave you an apology for keeping you in the dark 
about his interactions with the Biden campaign. Is that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q__ Specifically, why did you view that as unfair, keeping you and others in the 
dark about those interactions? 

A | think for me, | won't speak for others, but for me, this was really about the 
sanctity of our elections. And that's what the piece was about, from my perspective. 
And having the testimony that he offered indicate conversations with others, whether 
they generated or not, | don't know, it just -- there was an additional factor there that we 
needed to be aware of in making a decision. 

Q Now, when you say, "we need to be aware of him making a decision," do you 
mean the signatories to the public statement or the American people? 

A So for me, the number one issue, again, is Russian interference in elections. 
And if there was other calculations involved in it, it would have been good to know, and 
for the other signatories. 

Q Okay. So why would it have been vented out? 

A Because it has a political element to it that it doesn't otherwise. 

Q You're a sophisticated, a former CIA officer? 

Mr. Wilson. Ooh. 


Ms. Wood. Hey. 


Mr. He said it, not me. 
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Mr. Wilson. Oh, boy. 
BY MR. ie : 

Q Look, notwithstanding what you eventually learned about Mr. Morell's 
involvement with the Biden campaign, you recognize there was a political element in this 
public statement, particularly, given the timing in which it was released, correct? 

A So | think you're very focused on the timing. To me, it was, this is the 
moment this is happening, not whatever else is happening in the political debate. Right, 
this is the moment the laptop was coming out. There were salacious allegations all over 
the place. And the whole thing for me is, let's see what the facts are. 

Q Well, if -- well, let me ask you this: If we wanted to see what the facts are, 
in a public statement that cast question upon Hunter Biden's emails and laptop, that 
contributed to suppression of that story. 

Mr. Lankford. Objection. That's an answer to questions she hasn't been asked. 
And | don't know. _ It might be -- 

Mr. Bishop. Idon't know. — It might be a leading question, but | don't know. 
Objections to form are appropriate here. 

BY MR. 

A Sir, can you ask the question again? 

Q Yeah, | mean, did you read the committee's report before coming to the 
interview? 

A _ The interim report? 

Q_ The interim report. 

A Yeah. 


So you read it in its entirety? 


> Pp 


Yes. 
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Q Is that when you learned that Mr. Morell had dealings with the Biden 
campaign prior to giving you the call -- 

A | think he had a press release or something, or before the interim report 
went out, there was something that was released separately about it. 

Q But did you read the actual report? 

A Yes. 

Q But did you read the actual staff report interim? 

A | did. 

Q__ The staff report concludes that there's a direct line between the public 
statement and the continued suppression of the Hunter Biden laptop and email story, 
including the underlying allegations in those emails, i.e., that Hunter Biden was influenced 
peddling perhaps with knowledge of his father. I'll represent to you, based on that 
report, the conclusions reached in the interim are that the public statement that you 
helped disseminate contributed to the suppression of that story. Is that your 
understanding? 

A You have represented it to me, so that's coming right back to you. I'm 
saying to me, if our caution was let's -- | mean, there's a story that running wildfire may 
be, perhaps, aided by the Russians. Ninety percent of the emails can't be verified. 
Why not say, Let's let the FBI do their work? — It doesn't matter what the public -- | mean, 
out in the public, it should be what is true. Where are we with facts? 

Mr. Bishop. Ms. Wood, let me interject on that point. And you've testified a 
number of times the notion that you believe the public ought to defer to the FBI to 
determine what was true about this information concerning Hunter Biden. Why not 
also apply that to yourselves? Isn't it true that Director Ratcliffe, the Director of 


National Intelligence, said on the same day your letter came out, that there was no 
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evidence of Russian involvement? 

Ms. Wood. He did. 

Mr. Bishop. So why not apply our own rule, and you all defer to the officials at 
the intelligence community? 

Ms. Wood. So he said there's no evidence of it. They haven't found it. | did 
not find that credible. 

Mr. Bishop. Well, solhear you. And | think that's -- but what I'm asking about 
is, I'm trying to get at the appropriateness of your and your colleagues’ involvement. 

You said that the American people should be content to await the FBI's official version, 
but you weren't prepared to accept the official version from the intelligence community. 
Isn't that correct? 

Ms. Wood. So, | think what | would say in response to that is that the 
letter -- the purpose of the letter was to say, Let's not rush to judgment. Everyone, 
regardless of who they are as Americans, deserves due process. Let's let the FBI do their 
work. And when DNI Ratcliffe said that -- so as you have seen from all of these 
investigations, right, they take a very long time to do, to do the considered judgment of 
17 or 18 intelligence agencies, and to come up with that to do the exhaustive search of 
asking new sources, of pulling in every bit of signals intelligence, there's just no way that's 
possible to have been done in the timeframe in which that statement was made. 

So our whole point was to say, Be careful here. Let us -- we don't know if this is 
all real. We don't know if all the emails are real, and we don't know if this is tied to the 
Russians. Let's let the process work. 

Mr. Bishop. Let me ask you about the list that you provided. You've testified a 
number of times today that it's commonplace for former national security professionals 


to make public statements. Do you have a copy of the document that we had copies 
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made during the break in front of you? 

Ms. Wood. Ido. 

Mr. Bishop. Just, first of all, it begins with a question -- isn't that just an 
allegation? -- in bold text at the top. And then after a paragraph, it has another 
boldfaced sentence that says: Give us some examples of other letters written by former 
national security professionals. Forgive my ignorance, it may be very clear to others 
sitting here, but what's the origin of this? What is this question and answer? 

Ms. Wood. This is me being prepared for today. 

Mr. Bishop. So you just did an internal preparation contemplating what the 
subject matter would be? 

Ms. Wood. Yeah, I'm sharing my notes with you. 

Mr. Lankford. It was for us really. 

Mr. Bishop. Well, | appreciate you. | didn't know whether, perhaps, the 
committee staff had posed a question to you that you had answered. 

Ms. Wood. No,no,no. But! do want to touch on something you said that is 
commonplace. | would not say it's commonplace. 

Mr. Wilson. Maybe the same question. How would you characterize the word 
she used? 

Mr. Bishop. Yeah, what are your words? And what bearing does this have on 
the subject matter -- 

Ms. Wood. So, | think -- 

Mr. Bishop. -- in your view? 

Ms. Wood. Yeah, so it's -- and | won't characterize all the letters this way, 
because there's no way that | looked at all the letters. But the ones that | reviewed that 


are listed here, it is in an inflection point where someone who has served long and hard in 
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some of these positions says we have to be careful. Like all of the living former 
Secretaries of Defense weren't even involving the military in election disputes in 
January 2020. In June, 89 former defense officials. Military must never be used to 
violate constitutional rights. And while | just didn't kill all the trees, | have links to all of 
these articles. And it has them by name and then whatever their former title was. 

And so it goes with the others as well. Andso1! wouldn't say it's commonplace, 
but when you have a moment and inflection point related to national security, at times, 
national security professionals, whether they're from the military, the intelligence 
community, former Members of Congress, former national security officials, et cetera, 
former diplomats will do letters like this. 

Mr. Bishop. And the ones that you have offered, I'll suggest to you that one of 
them is misdated. I've looked up each of them myself. The very last one says, 
January 2021, a statement by more than 100 former national security officials. That 
goes ontosay: We believe that President Trump's refusal to concede the election 
constitutes a serious threat to America's democratic process. It appears to me that that 
was issued November 3rd -- or not November 3rd, but in November of 2020. 

Ms. Wood. Okay. 

Mr. Bishop. Is that possible? 

Ms. Wood. Yeah, what's this one? Let'ssee. It's adifferentone. Yeah. 

It's absolutely possible. 

Mr. Bishop. Okay. Butin any event -- and again, the reason | even get at that is 
the timeframe covered by the examples you've chosen is 5 years, right? 

Ms. Wood. 2016is the first one. But just didn't go back further. 

Mr. Bishop. And every one of them -- is it coincidental that every one of them is 


antagonistic to President Trump? 
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Ms. Wood. Yeah, | don't -- 

Mr. Bishop. Did your lawyer whisper something to you there? | didn't -- 

Mr. Wilson. Well, we went through these in some length. For instance, here is 
a copy of one that's signed by Republicans. 

Mr. Bishop. Now, | understand it's not a partisan thing. 

Mr. Wilson. Correct. 

Mr. Bishop. And | have taken a look at every one of them. My question is still 
to you, is it a coincidence that they're all antagonistic to President Trump? 

Ms. Wood. These are the ones that have been done most recently. 

Mr. Bishop. Can you think of any examples, similar examples that are not ones 
that are antagonistic to President Trump? 

Mr. Wilson. Congressman, give us leave, we'll be glad to supplement the record. 
They go back generations after. 

Mr. Bishop. | would like to get her answer, if you don't mind. 

Ms. Wood. Yeah, I'd be happy -- 

Mr. Wilson. Would you give us leave? 

Mr. Bishop. | would be delighted to get whatever else you might want to 
identity. | just want to know if you can identify, in your mind, any examples. You've 
closed your participation in the thing, the letter that is the subject matter of this inquiry 
by saying, essentially -- and | don't know what your words are to get it exactly right, but 
this happens from time to time. This is common or this -- other examples exist. As if 
to say, | think to validate it, it seems to me to be what you're saying. Insofar as that's 
true, every example you have given appears to be something where former officials were 
taking a position antagonistic to President Trump -- 


Ms. Wood. So-- 
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Mr. Bishop. --asfarasit goes. But just wanted to for your understanding, or 
the sense that this is something that happens as a regular occurrence, and can you think 
of other examples that aren't antagonistic to President Trump? 

Ms. Wood. |can absolutely go back and look. These are some of the most 


recent -- 


Mr. Bishop. | yield. 


BY MR. ie : 


Q Ms. Wood, just to -- and we'll come back to Director Ratcliffe's public 
statement that was released prior to the statement you all put out. But just to sort of 
conclude with Mr. Morell's apology to you, I'm hearing everything you're saying. This 
political aspect that we should have known about it, perhaps the American people should 
have known about it, | think, it's fair to say -- but to that point, if he kept you in the dark, 
someone with whom he's had this very close relationship all these years, and the majority 
of the other signatories to the public statement -- he kept the American people in the 
dark. ls that fair to say? 

A | don't know. | think his purpose, his two-fold purpose, right, as he has 
testified. One is to warn of the election interference, and the second one was to 
support President Biden. And the second one damages the first one. 

Q  Whyis that? 

A Because it creates an impression that isn't inaccurate. 

Q  Theimpression is you all want to help Joe Biden become President of the 
United States? 

A Right. 

Q But that is Michael Morell's intent? 


A I'm sure if you ask all 51 of us, we would largely aligned around Russian 
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interference, but we might have had other intents as well. 


Q 


Well, that raises the question, why not just put that in a letter so the 


American people can evaluate, Wow, okay, this is interesting, but to help Joe Biden 


become President. That would have been a more honest statement to the American 


people. 


> fp > fp > fp > 
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Q 


Fair to say? 


| can understand why you would say that; it's just not true for us. 
Not true for you? 

Not true for me. 

True for Mr. Morell? 

According to his testimony. 

Mr. Morell drafted the statement in part with Mr. Polymeropoulos, correct? 
Uh-huh. 

You did not make any additions to that letter, correct? 

No, | didn't. | made it -- 

Sorry, please. No, no. 

I'm interrupting you. I'm trying to learn. 

But you had no objections to the letter as written, correct? 
Correct. 


As you sit here today, do you think the letter should have included a caveat 


that says, This is to help Vice President Biden become President of the United States? 


A 


Q 


A 


back to it -- 


Q 


It's an interesting question. 
I'm hoping for an interesting answer. 


| would like a little time to think about that during this hour. Let's come 


Sure. 
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A -- because it's a new thought in my brain, and it's not percolating as fast as it 
needs to. 

Q Okay. We'll come back to it. I'm sure your counsel will remind us if we 
don't get to it. But in that vein -- 

Mr. Bishop. Maybe not. Idon'tthinkso. You have to remind yourself. 

Mr. Lankford. This is a hypothetical one. | think she has a right to mull it over 
and decide what the right answer is. We want to be correct here and -- 

Mr. a. | think we have said as much. 

BY MR. J : 

Q__Inthat vein, would you have signed the public statement as written then 
today? 

A | don't know. 

Q Putting into the record as exhibit 17, the article from Fox News dated 
October 19, 2020, Ratcliffe says: Hunter Biden laptop email is not part of some Russian 
disinformation campaign. Here youare. And this is the statement | believe that 
Congressman Bishop had alluded to moments ago. ‘If you can just review that, the first 
page in particular. Have you reviewed the first page? 

A Yes. 

[Wood exhibit No. 17 
Was marked for identification. ] 
BY MR. i: 

Q I'm going to direct your attention to specific passages in the interest of time. 

A Okay. 

Q Now this particular copy doesn't indicate it, but we know that the article 


came out at 8:57 a.m. on October 19, 2020, based upon Director Ratcliffe's appearance 
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on a Fox News program earlier that day? 
A _ The letter or the -- 
Q_ No, this article, excuse me. Thank you for clarifying. 
Yes. 

Q So this is at least released publicly 12 hours before the public statement that 
you signed was released in Politico. So the first question: Were you aware of Director 
Ratcliffe's statement that Hunter Biden's laptop and email was not part of some Russian 
disinformation campaign prior to the publication of the public statement that you signed? 

A No. 

Q = Soon October 19th, 2020, you were unaware that Director Ratcliffe said the 
Hunter Biden email laptops are not part of some Russian information campaign? 

A _ That's correct. 

Q Had you known -- well, withdrawn. Directing your attention to paragraph 
4, page 1 of this exhibit. He, meaning Director Ratcliffe, who was at that time the 
Director of National Intelligence stated: Let me be clear, the intelligence community 
doesn't believe that because there is no intelligence that supports that. And we have 
shared no intelligence with Adam Schiff, or any Member of Congress. This is my 
mistake. | should have went one paragraph up. 

So directing your attention to the prior paragraph. Quote: It's funny that some 
of the people who complain the most about intelligence being politicized are the ones 
politicizing intelligence, Ratcliffe said. Unfortunately, it is Adam Schiff who said the 
intelligence community believes Hunter Biden laptop and emails on it are part of a 
Russian disinformation campaign. 

And then if you go down to the fifth paragraph on page 1. Quote: Hunter 


Biden's laptop is not part of some Russian disinformation campaign, Ratcliffe said, adding, 
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again, that quote: This is not part of some Russian disinformation campaign. 

Now, as far as you know, neither you nor any of the other signatories were privy 
to classified information about Hunter Biden's laptop and emails at the time you all 
signed the letter, correct? 

A _ As faras | know. 

Q Asfarasyou know. Okay. Now, Director Ratcliffe, who was in 
government at the time, right, and we know the FBI had possession of Hunter Biden's 
laptop and emails from at least December 2019, were you aware of that? 

A | did not know the date, but | few they were in possession of it. 

Q_ Atthe time the public statement was released? 

Yes. 

Q Okay. So sitting here today, because you did not know about this 
statement at the time, would you have signed the public statement knowing that the 
government has said that it was not part of any Russian disinformation operation? 

A | would not have found this statement credible. 

Q Okay. Why? 

A _ The simplest reason is that the FBI is still doing its forensic evaluation, so we 
don't know the answer yet. 

Q_ Are you aware that the following day the FBI released a statement saying 
they had nothing to add to Director Ratcliffe's public statement about Hunter Biden's 
laptop and emails? Is that a yes or no? 

A So, no, I'm not aware of that, but | do believe they're still doing their forensic 
evaluation of it. 

Mr. Bishop. What is your basis for belief that the FBI is conducting a forensic 


evaluation? 
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Ms. Wood. Whether it would be part of the Russian interference in that 
campaign in the elections, or on the basis of individuals who may have been involved 
wittingly or unwittingly and spreading mis- and disinformation, or for the fact of knowing 
that there's something happening here that's corrupt or not in the interest of the United 
States Government. 

Mr. Bishop. For those reasons, you expect that the FBI would be conducting a 
forensic evaluation? 

Ms. Wood. | would expect. 

Mr. Bishop. But beyond expectation based on those premises, you don't any 
way to know one way or the other? 

Ms. Wood. 1|do not. 

Mr. Bishop. _ If, in fact, the FBI has not conducted a forensic investigation, or has 
conducted a forensic investigation and has suppressed the results, should the American 
people continue to defer to the FBI? 

Ms. Wood. | think that would be an excellent question to ask the FBI as part of 
this investigation. 

Mr. Bishop. As far as you're concerned the American people, before an election, 
ought to defer to the FBI, correct? 

Ms. Wood. | think even said more simply is | believe that the American people 
should make their decisions based on facts; should be able to make their decisions based 
on facts. 

Mr. Bishop. But should be deprived -- well -- but you do believe that information 
that comes out of unknown problems, unknown origin, should be discredited to the end 
that the American people distrust it, correct, and instead would rely on the FBI? 


Ms. Wood. So could you ask that maybe another way? 
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Mr. Bishop. | think | might have asked that -- 

Ms. Wood. | gota little lost. 

Mr. Bishop. _ | think it's maybe a little asked and answered, and | am just -- well, 
let me just make sure | try to get at it in case | haven't before. Do you think the 
American people should make their elections decision based on facts? That was your 
statement just a moment ago, correct? 

Ms. Wood. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Bishop. In order to decide what facts are, you need information, fair? 

Ms. Wood. Fair. 

Mr. Bishop. And as to this information, the information that came out in the 
media concerning Hunter Biden's laptop, do you believe that that should be discredited? 

Ms. Wood. So did you say "this" or "dis" information? | didn't quite hear it. 

Mr. Bishop. This information. 

Ms. Wood. This information. 

Mr. Bishop. This information should be discredited. You engaged in an effort 
with other former intel officials to discredit him. Isn't that fair? 

Ms. Wood. | think | wouldn't say discredited. | would say, Hold your horses. 
We don't know. And Ithink what the letter says: Wedonot know. But -- 

Mr. Bishop. But you suggested the possibl -- 

Ms. Wood. Let the FBI do their work. Because why is it -- how do | ask this? 
We would all want the American people to make their choices based on their preferences 
and their beliefs and whatever the facts are in front of them. And we wouldn't want any 
adversary helping promote facts or invent facts that influence the American people. 

And | think our purpose in this letter was to say, let's wait until we see what the facts are. 


Mr. Bishop. Here's the concern as policymakers: _ If a body of former 
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intelligence officials use their credibility to discredit, or even suggest disbelief or 
temporary suspension of belief in information, that may be relevant to an election, that's 
interference as much as a foreign power sending info through that is spewing information 
into the process. Would you agree? 

Ms. Wood. | would be sorry you feel that way. 

Mr. Bishop. Let me ask about that. Are you aware that under precedent of the 
United States Supreme Court in 1965, that the American people have a constitutional 
right of access under the First Amendment to foreign propaganda? 

Ms. Wood. No. 

Mr. Bishop. Do you believe that information, truthful information originates 
from a foreign power, that the government should prevent its access by the American 
people? 

Ms. Wood. | think government -- | mean, | think truthful information should 
make it in the hands of the American people regardless of its providence. 

Mr. Bishop. Okay. Allright. | think I've explored that as faras|can. Thank 
you. 

Ms. Wood. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. Does that case involve the Foreign Agent Registration Act? 

Mr. Bishop. No. It's Lamont v. Postmaster General, 1965. It says that 
communist propaganda -- 

Mr. Wilson. | know the case, and it led to the Foreign Agents Registration Act. 

It said, you can say what you want, but you have to say it on whose behalf you're saying 
it. 

Mr. Bishop. It didn't lead to it in the sense of Foreign Acts Registration Act was 


enacted in the forties. 
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Mr. Wilson. The first time. 
Mr. Bishop. 1In1965. They actually softened, took out the language of 
propaganda in the mid-1990s. 


Mr. Wilson. But you still have to say on whose behalf you're saying it. 


Ss 


. Bishop. Correct. 


S 


.Wilson. Okay. | think that's the difference. 

Mr. Bishop. But you still can't take this information out of the possession of 
American people. 

Mr. Wilson. That's not -- | am not disputing that. | am saying you have to say 
on whose behalf you're saying it. 

Mr. Bishop. Allright, sir. | yield. 

Mr. Wilson. Thank you, sir. 

BY MR. i: 

Q Ms. Wood, you've testified quite a bit about the importance of the integrity 
of the American elections, the importance of all the facts getting out. But the concern 
here, in part, is that by virtue of the issuance of this public statement and the credibility 
of those who signed it, including their prior credentials and all of their experience, an 
extremely consequential fact was if not outright suppressed, minimized, marginalized, 
ignored, that emanated from Hunter Biden's laptop, which is that he works for Burisma, 
he is making a ton of money, and there's an explosive email that essentially strongly 
implies he's doing so because of who his father is. 

When the letter comes out and casts doubt and makes that quantum of 
information that the American people should know, don't you believe more harm than 
good was done with the public statement for the election? 


A So | don't -- | haven't read all of the emails in Hunter Biden's laptop. | hope 
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to God no one ever gives me that job because it just sounds awful. So! don't -- I'm not 
aware of the contents or the one you are specifically referring to. And I'm also not 
aware of whether that is part of the forensic evaluation is one of the ones that is 
considered, in that 10 percent, that would be able to be verified. So! wouldn't feel 
comfortable commenting on that. 

Q Why not let the American people decide for themselves whether or not the 
email is authentic or not? 

A Why wouldn't we want them to know whether it is or not because it's gone 
through a rigorous process. 

Q Noone is suggesting they shouldn't, but the question becomes, if you all put 
this out and said, we don't have this information, but it's our strong suspicion that the 
Russians may be involved, right? And if the so-called fourth estate, the media, is to do 
its job, right, report on every -- all the facts, or all the alleged facts, or all the information 
for the American people, and your public statement helped to suppress the vetting of a 
major Presidential candidate's potential knowledge of influence peddling by his son with 
a foreign power, why does that not give you pause with respect to your involvement in 
the public statement? 

A So | got a little bit lost in the question. 

Q_ Sodidl. 

So maybe just -- 

Q Would you agree that the American people should know if Hunter Biden is 
working for a foreign company, he is getting paid exorbitant amounts of money, and he is 
trading it, or he is getting paid because of who his father is; that is a concern for the 
American people, correct? 


A | would agree. 
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Q_ That is something they should consider before they opt to elect Hunter 
Biden's father President of the United States, correct? 

A | think that that has to be a factor. 

Q Okay. 

A And|Ithink the question for me is you characterize news media as being 
responsible for putting all the information out there, whether it's fact or not. 

Q_sInpart. 

A Meaning if it's disinformation, if it's misinformation, if it's allegation, if it's 
supposition, if it's invented propaganda, it's not their job to slice and dice it, | get that. 
But it is the job of the intelligence community and the Bureau and others to look through 
allof that. And it takes time to know -- | mean, the considered judgment of the 
intelligence community came out almost 6 months after the 2016 election, right? So it 
takes time to do this and to doit properly. And if there is a story there that indicates 
wrongdoing, if there is crimes that have been committed that absolutely should be 
prosecuted, but | believe everyone deserved to be processed. Everyone. 

Q No one's disputing that, but given the rigor you just said the intelligence 
community uses to come to judgment, sensible reasonable judgments, surely, you see the 
committee's concern where a large battery of former intelligence officials, using their 
title, issue a public statement that cast doubt on this information that the American 
people should have to evaluate before voting for the next U.S. President. Do you not 
see that connection? 

A So | see it as a caution flag and a runaway story where we didn't have facts. 
And | think that's what it says in the -- hold on, let me pull up the letter. Third 
paragraph: Perhaps, most importantly, each of us believes deeply that American 


citizens should determine the outcome of elections and not foreign governments. And 
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then we want to emphasize -- we do not know if the emails provided to The New York 
Post by President Trump's personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, are genuine or not. And 
that we do not have evidence of Russian involvement, just that our experience makes us 
deeply suspicious that the Russian Government played a significant role in this case. Sol 
would characterize it as a caution flag. 

Q_ Are you aware of how -- did you read the Politico article that disseminated 
the public statement? 

A Not contemporaneously. 

Q But have you since read it? 

A Probably. 

Mrs. Spartz. So you were not aware of this article that came out before the 
debate using your letter? 

Ms. Wood. | was in and out of cell phone coverage on travel and then dealing 
with something that was more important to me at the time. 

Mrs. Spartz. When did you see that article the first time? 

Ms. Wood. | don't remember. 

[Wood exhibit No. 18 
Was marked for identification.] 
BY MR. ee : 

Q Okay. I'm entering into the record the Politico article dated October 19, 
2020, titled, "Hunter Biden Story is Russian Disinfo, Dozens of Former Intel Officials Say," 
as exhibit 18. | guess I'll pass this around. Now, Ms. Wood, have you seen this article 
before? 

A | am just going to reread it. It's been a while. 


Q Well, I'll tell you that our time is somewhat limited. So I'm introducing it 
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solely for the purpose of the headline. I'm not going to comment one way or the other 
on the underlying reporting. 

A Okay. 

Q_ Itreads: Hunter Biden's story is Russian disinfo, dozens of former intel 
officials say. And the subheading is, More than 50 former intelligence officials signed a 
letter casting doubt on the providence of a New York Post story on the former Vice 
President's son. My first question is, is that what you all did? 

A Which part? 

Q You cast doubt on the New York Post story involving -- 

| say they drew a caution flag. 

Q Okay. And you would agree with this headline, Hunter Biden's Story is 
Russian Disinfo. Is that correct? 

A No, | would not agree with that. 

Q Why not? 

Because in this letter it did not say that. _It just said it could be. 

Q___ Did you take any -- well, what is your opinion on this headline. _ Is it 
accurate? 

A It's not accurate. 

Q Okay. Would you say it's dishonest? 

| think it's leading. And | think to your point earlier about media needs to 
say whatever is out there, this is that school of thought. It's make it dramatic, make it 
salacious, make headlines. 

Q___ Did you take any measures to correct this headline? 

A No. 


Mr. Wilson. Were you aware of the headline when it came out? 
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Ms. Wood. Notatthetime. And,|I mean, | was dealing with a pretty profound 
issue in my family, and this was not on my list of things that | was going to be able to 
focus on. 

BY MR. i : 

Q  And|Iwantto be very respectful of that. So accepting your answer. Had 
you known at the time, would you have made any efforts to correct this headline? 

A | would have talked to Michael about it. 

Q Okay. Why? 

A So | tend to be a bit politically naive. I'm really focused on being a national 
security professional. And the politics of things, | don't always get. The Hunter Biden 
story is Russian Disinformation, | think, there would be a lot to go back and say it's 
concerned about Russian disinformation to want to characterize it that way. Because | 
think accuracy is always better. 

Q You can understand the concern, though, that this headline, right, it's 
popping up on all types of people's cell phones, people reading about the election. _ It's 
only days before the debate between Vice President Biden and President Trump. You 
can understand the concern that people will just use this as shorthand to say, Ah, the 
Hunter Biden laptop, emails, and the allegations against his dad, that's disinfo. We don't 
have to consider that. Is that a sensible conclusion that some people would reach given 
this article? 

A So | think a little bit it feels like you want to have it both ways, right? 

People need to have complete access to what's out there. However, it gets spun in the 
media, however it does, whether it's disinformation, whether it's Russian information 
operations, they sit -- sit until it filters out for themselves. | don't think adding -- | don't 


agree with that in principal, and then this is another good example of why it's 
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not -- doesn't serve the interest of the American public. And I think accuracy and being 
more judicious and careful is really important. 

Chairman Jordan. Thatis the point, Ms. Wood. They didn't have it both ways. 
This article got to circulate and move, shared likes with the whole country. And because 
of your letter, the other one got suppressed in many ways. That's the concern that | 
think the committee has. Can! go back for a second? 

Mr. Of course, sir. 

Chairman Jordan. You were aware of Mr. Ratcliffe's statement on that morning. 
Is that right? 

Ms. Wood. No. Sometime afterwards. 


Chairman Jordan. So you didn't know about it beforehand. Do you agree with 


what Mr. Ratcliffe had to say on the morning of October 19th, 2020? 

Ms. Wood. | didn't find it credible. 

Chairman Jordan. And why didn't you find the statement from the Director of 
National Intelligence credible? 

Ms. Wood. As you may know from maddening experience, it can take quite a 
long time for the intelligence community to come to a considered judgment on a big issue 
like this. And that time just hadn't happened yet. 

Chairman Jordan. Do you know what Mr. Ratcliffe, what intel he may have had 
in front of him? 

Ms. Wood. 1|do not. 

Chairman Jordan. So you're just completely guessing that he didn't have any 
information that would allow him to make that -- to reach the conclusion he reached and 
tell the country which turned out to be accurate? 


Ms. Wood. So survey in the intelligence community takes weeks, in and of itself, 
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to find out do we have information like this. Then the Politico -- the process of doing a 
document like this and making a statement like that takes a lot longer than something 
that's happening so quickly. So that's why -- 

Chairman Jordan. How long would it take? Months, you said? 

Ms. Wood. It depends upon how big the topic is. It can take weeks at most. 
At weeks, very fewest, and months if more. Are you going to task sources? Are you 
going to ask questions of people who might have knowledge about it? So that would 
take longer. 


Chairman Jordan. And you don't think that could have happened? 


Ms. Wood. There wasn't enough time. 

Chairman Jordan. Even though you had the laptop, the FBI had the laptop 
10 months prior? 

Ms. Wood. So! don't think the -- the FBI, | don't know when they published their 
findings. When that process -- right, if there's a classified finding, I'm not aware of. 

But, there's some -- 

Chairman Jordan. Well, I'm just making the point. The government had the 
laptop almost a year before Mr. Ratcliffe made his statement. And you said there's no 
way he could have known, but you have nothing to base that on. And they actually had 
access to the laptop itself. 

Ms. Wood. So the Bureau would have had access to it, right? It took them 
some time to do the forensic analysis. Maybe it's been done, and it's been classified, 
and it's released, | don't know. But there's some period in that 10-month time that that 
was involved in. Then you've got to have the intelligence community, national security, 
and all the community react to that. 


Chairman Jordan. Could that have happened in 10 months? 
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Ms. Wood. Oh, perhaps. 
Chairman Jordan. Well, you just -- 
Ms. Woods. It would have given -- 


Chairman Jordan. It could be as short as a few weeks, it can be as long as 


months. And|am just saying, could it have happened in 10 months? 

Ms. Wood. On this issue, | don't believe so. 

Chairman Jordan. You don't believe so? 

Ms. Wood. Huh-uh 

Chairman Jordan. Even though they had it in the report 10 months beforehand? 

Mr. Lankford. Has the FBI issued a report on the analysis of the computer? | 
don't think they still have, have they? At least | have tried to track it. 

Chairman Jordan. Well -- 

Mr. Lankford. We could all agree that that's an abysmal commentary on the FBI, 
but it hasn't happened. 

Chairman Jordan. But that wasn't my question. | asked the question, and she 
should respond. 

Mr. Lankford. Well, yes, she is saying, you know, we don't have a final result. 
That's what she is saying. Bottom line. 

Chairman Jordan. But we don't know what Mr. Ratcliffe knew what he had 
access to after the government having the laptop for 10 months. 

Are you aware of any protests by Hunter Biden or his lawyers suggesting anything 
on the laptop was fake? 

Ms. Wood. No. No, I'm not aware. 


Chairman Jordan. Okay. 


BY MR. ie: 
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Q Why did you find Director Ratcliffe's -- now that you're aware of his 
statement -- why was that not credible, because it's Director Ratcliffe? 

A No, | just explained to the chairman. 

Q Well, | say this because we are getting -- I'll represent to you that this has 
been a consistent theme, nobody found it credible. If it was Director Clapper who 
issued the same statement that the email laptops were not Russian disinformation, would 
you please find that credible? 

A So what | would have expected, what is normal course for any senior leader 
to talk about any topic is here is our judgment, and here is what it's based on. And 
there's oftentimes some pros and cons with higher or lower competence. But blanket 
statements, | don't recall ever seeing one that's a simple blanket statement like that. 

Q__ Soif Director Clapper made the same statement, you would find it not 
credible? 

A If he made that statement, yes. 

Q Okay. Okay. I'm entering into the record partial transcript of the 
Presidential debate of October 22nd, 2020, between Vice President Biden and President 
Trump as exhibit No. 19. I'm going to direct your attention to the second page, Ms. 
Wood. Nineup fromthe bottom. And I'll read for the record. 

[Wood exhibit No. 19 
Was marked for identification. ] 

Ms. a. Do you have extra exhibits? 

Mr. a. Sorry. That's my fault. 

Ms. Wood. Which one is it? 

Mr. The second page, nine up from the bottom. 


Mr. Wilson. Nine lines up? 
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Mr. Say it again? 


Mr. Wilson. Nine lines up? 

Mr. When | say nine, let's call these paragraphs where they have the 
names bolded. And let's say nine up from the bottom. Itsays: Trump: It's the 
laptop from hell. Are we all on the same page, so to speak? ~ Okay. 

BY MR. Je : 

Q_ Sol'll read that. 

"Trump: — It's the laptop from hell. Welker --" who is presumably the 
moderator" -- President Trump, we're talking about race right now, and | do not to -- | do 
want to stay on the issue of race, President Trump. Biden: Nobody -- Kristin, | have to 
respond to that. Welker: Please, very quickly. Biden: Quote, look, there are 50 
former national intelligence folks who said that what this, he's accusing me of is a Russian 
plan. They have said that this has all the characteristics for five former heads of the CIA. 
Both parties say what he's saying is a bunch of garbage. Nobody believes it except him 
and his good friend, Rudy Giuliani." End quote. 

Do you understand that to reference the public statement that you and the 50 
other former intelligence officials signed? 

A Ido. 

Q Okay. So was that an accurate characterization of the public statement 
that you signed? 

A No. 

Q Why not? 

A Because what we said was it could be part of the broader Russian 
disinformation campaign we saw happening in the 2020 election. 


Q Do you have a critique of what Vice President Biden said beyond that? 
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A Well, so this is where intelligence analysts are kind of pains in the butt 
because, you know, characterizing as the laptop from hell, or characterizing it the way 
either candidate did isn't accurate, right? So -- 

Q Well, the laptop is not from hell, right, presumably? 

A Presumably. 

Q But focusing on President Biden's characterization. 

A _ Yeah, so this is a political translation of an intelligence judgment. 

Q__Butit'sinaccurate. Is that fair to say? 

A itis. 

Q_ So then it's also fair to say that Vice President Biden took the public 
statement that you and 50 others signed and mischaracterized it to the American people 
only days before the 2020 Presidential election, correct? 

A So you're saying that, and | absolutely agree with that comment. 

Q Okay. 

A _ And, you know, just as candidate Trump said it's the laptop from hell, 
mischaracterizing it to the American public. 

Q_ Sol'll ask now, having reviewed this, do you have any regrets about signing 
the public statement as you sit here today? 

A So about what has become, yes. Right? When this was at the time, 2-1/2 
years ago, it was a letter to say, Let the FBI do their work, which to me seemed as obvious 
as the sun rises to throw a caution flag to say, Let's not rush to judgment in any way, 
shape, or form. But what | have been through personally as a result of this, the personal 
attacks, the threats, the harassment that has happened as part of this, it's horrific. And 
it gets to this polarization of all of us, in part, directed by our adversaries. And so, it's a 


yes with a whole bunch of explanation as to why. 
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Chairman Jordan. It was used exactly as Mr. Morell intended it to be used, 
though, wasn't it? 

Ms. Wood. | can't answer that for him. 

Chairman Jordan. Well, you said earlier when you had a conversation with him 
that he apologized to you for the political nature of it. | assume you accepted that 
apology. But this is exactly how he intended it to be used in a political fashion. Atthe 
debate, he wanted to give President Biden a talking point against President Trump. Isn't 
that accurate? 

Ms. Wood. | can't comment on that. 

Chairman Jordan. That's what he said in his email. 

Ms. Wood. You'd have to ask him. 

Chairman Jordan. And know you said you talked to him about the political 
nature of the statement that you all signed, and that he apologized to you for not letting 
you know how political it was. That was my read on what you said earlier today. 

Ms. Wood. That is what | said. 

Chairman Jordan. You referenced the forensic evaluation by the FBI. When it 
comes to matters relating to President Trump, should Americans trust the FBI? 

Ms. Wood. | think it should trust the FBI period. 

Chairman Jordan. Evenin light of what Mr. Durham's report said last week? 

Ms. Wood. Solread Mr. Durham's report. But, | mean, | read the Iraq, SSCI's 
Iraq post war, prewar intelligence review that led to a fundamental transformation of 
how the IC does its work. | think we can always do better. Absolutely always do better 
in Federal institutions. And not knowing the specifics of the Durham report, it sounds 
like it's a call to be better. Because -- 


Chairman Jordan. Itsureis. Yeah, itsureis. So you still have no problem 
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trusting the FBI when it comes to matters like this, headquarters related to this kind of 
thing involving Presidential candidates, you have no problem trusting them? 

Ms. Wood. Their forensic work is just outstanding. And so, | believe if that is 
part of what their working on, that they will come up with whatever the data is there and 
whatever is truthful or not. | would just expect it would be a larger conversation with 
the Hill and elsewhere to get to the bottom of it. 

Chairman Jordan. Okay. We'll have that conversation. 

Mr. Lankford. Counting on you. 

Ms. Wood. No, | mean, really, we have to do this, right, because this whole thing 
created a huge schism in 2016 and 2020. And we -- | hate to see our adversaries getting 
the upper hand and -- you know, if | had a chance to see President Putin, | would love to -- 


Chairman Jordan. Well, | hate to see this country so divided. | share that 


concern. 
BY MR. Je : 
Q Ms. Wood, directing your attention back to the debate, did you watch it? 
A | did not. 


Q Okay. Did you read reports about it at the time? 

A No, | mean, | was in Maine, and | was in mountains. And | probably read 
something later, but not contemporaneously. 

Q Okay. I'm putting into the record an email from Kristin W to Gregory 
Tarbell dated October 23, 2020, at 3:02:06 a.m. 

Mr. Wilson. Is this exhibit 20? 

Mr... © 10/23/2020. 

Mr. Wilson. Is this exhibit 20? 


Mr. This is exhibit 20, excuse me. 


p 


> 


debate. 


Q 
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[Wood exhibit No. 20 
Was marked for identification.] 
BY MR. i : 
| would ask you to read the entire page, Ms. Wood. 
Uh-huh, okay. 
So is this an email that you sent to Gregory Tarbell? 
It is. 


So the prior email from Mr. Tarbell says: TP worked well during the 


Great idea, guys. Is that correct? 


It does. 

And it looks like you responded: That was really cool, correct? 
Yes. 

Okay. What did -- well, first, did you write that? 

| wrote that. 

Okay. What was really cool and why? 

Throwaway line. 

Meaning? 

Meaning I'm in the middle of other things, that was really cool. 


Well, as to your recollection, were you aware that Vice President Biden 


referenced the letter and then characterized it as he did when you responded to 


Mr. Tarbell's email? 


A 


Q 


Yeah. 
Okay. 
But | hadn't read the content. 


The content of what? 
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A _ The debate. 
Q Of what Biden said? 
Yeah. 

Q  Soljust want to be clear for the record. So when you said, that was really 
cool, it was -- you weren't commenting on the substance that he referenced the letter 
that you all participated in issuing? 

A It was a throwaway line like I'm just responding to him. 

Q Okay. But you could see how reading it today it looks like -- 

| absolutely see that. 

Q- --right. It looks, Hey, you were like excited that they -- he mischaracterized 
your letter, and he got the upper hand on this point. | mean, that's a fair reading looking 
at with all the evidence the committee has before it. 

A | would disagree with it. 

Mr. Lankford. Objection. That's your opinion. 

Ms. Wood. It is your opinion. 

Mr. Lankford. It's not hers. 

BY MR. J : 

Q_ And your opinion is what? 

A My opinion is | was in the middle of dealing with something with my son, 
and I'm on my phone in Maine. And, you know, responding to something that's 
innocuous that | hadn't even got involved in. 

Mrs. Spartz. But at that time you realized that it was politically used, that letter, 
correct? 

Ms. Wood. No. 


Mrs. Spartz. So TP worked well during that debate. You said, until recently you 
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had no idea that that actual letter's been used in the debate in any way? When did you 
learn about that then? 

Ms. Wood. Sol think it was several days. | don't remember what it was. But 
Michael sent a note out. He sent this note out. | think he said something else. | said 
very cool, too. Like, I'm just kind of trying to make this go away because I've got other 
stuff todo. This isn't a job, this was a favor. 

Mrs. Spartz. But when did you learn that it was politically used? 

Ms. Wood. | don't remember. 

Mrs. Spartz. | mean, it was within a few days after this debate, or within a few 
months, or after the election? 

Ms. Wood. _ It definitely wasn't after the election before then. 

Mrs. Spartz. Or have you talked to and then brought that issue to people that 
prepared this letter and raised an issue with that? 

Ms. Wood. | have not. 

Mrs. Spartz. So you didn't have concerns until recently that it was politically 
used? 

Ms. Wood. It just didn't register. It just didn't register with me at the time. | 
was so profoundly concerned about my son that | just -- | mean, like all this stuff just had 
to go away. And so throwing away a throwaway line that people stopped bothering 
me -- very cool, that was cool, just, like, leave me alone. 


BY MR. ie : 


| want to direct your attention to the same exhibit email from Mr. Morell? 


p 


> 


Uh-huh. 


The last paragraph. 


> PY 


Uh-huh. 
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Q___Ithink this is the most important election since 1860 and 1864 when the 
very existence of the country was on the ballot. Now, it is our democracy and the 
Constitution that are on the ballots. We all, of course, took an oath to preserve, protect, 
and defend the Constitution. _ | think all of you did that yesterday by signing the letter. 
Thank you. Do you recall receiving that email? 

A | do. 

Q Okay. Doyou share Mr. Morell's opinion on the importance of the 2020 
election? 

A | think it was very important. | actually think all of our elections are very 
important. 

Q Okay. Okay. Excuseme. Well, let be me very clear. Do you share his 
view that the election of 2020 is the most important since 1860 and 1864 during the Civil 
War? 

A lam sorry, but | am not an election historian. Like | haven't studied U.S. 
election history, so | wouldn't feel qualified to comment. 

Q_ That's fair enough as it goes. But you recognize the timeframe as the 
American Civil War, correct? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q_ And we're just trying to completely understand everyone's motivation as to 
how they came to this public statement, what their intentions were. Clearly, you're 
saying their intent was different from Mr. Morell's as it relates to making Joe Biden 
become the next Presidential candidate. So when we read something like this, we're 
just trying to get a sense of where everyone stood. It just helps the committee have a 
full record. Do you share this view? 


A | think it was an enormously consequential election. | think | have seen 
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many of them. And wildly agree we took an oath to preserve and protect to defend 
the Constitution, right? So it's this idea that we all get due process. 

Q Okay. Were you pleased with the results, the outcome of the 2020 
election? 

Mr. Wilson. That's a private -- she doesn't have to answer that question. 

Mr. It's voluntary. She doesn't have to answer the question. 

BY MR. ee : 

Q _Isit fair to say you did not want President Trump to become President? 

Mr. Wilson. You don't have to answer that question. 

Mr. Okay. Well, certainly Mr. Morell answered that question. He 
was coordinating with the Biden campaign. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, then ask Mr. Morell. 

BY MR. i: 

Q Ultimately, were you satisfied that the public -- well, let me ask you this: In 
your view, did the public statement you and others signed help contribute to the election 
of Joe Biden to be President of the United States? 

A No. | don't think it was that important. 

Q_ Are you aware that former Attorney General Bill Barr stated that he believes 
that the election was so close that public statement may have very well got Joe Biden 
elected President? 

A | am not aware of that. 

Chairman Jordan. Let me go back, Ms. Wood, to your response. You said, That 
was really cool. And1I understand understood what you said. We certainly appreciate 
the situation you're dealing with in your family. But what does "that" reference? 


Ms. Wood. Ihave no idea. 
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Chairman Jordan. So what -- 

Ms. Wood. | mean, it looks like it's a reference to the below. All | could say is 
I'm trying to get these people to leave me alone. Like coordinating or sending notes out 
as a favor for a friend in the middle of lots of other things in my life, | just needed it to 
stop. 

Chairman Jordan. Fairenough. But! would say most people would have said, 
Thank you. | hope you are well, Mr. Tarbell. You didn't say that. You said "that," in 
reference | would assume to what he sent you, which is talking points work well during 
the debate. And you said, "That was really cool." And 1am just asking what ask is 
"that"? The word "that" refer to? Does it refer to what | think anyone looking at this 
exchange would conclude it refers to or doesn't it? 

Mr. Lankford. Object to the form of the question; testifying. 

Chairman Jordan. Does it refer to your point -- 

Mr. Lankford. Do you remember? 

Ms. Wood. Idon't. | just don't remember. 

Mr. Lankford. Thank you. 

Chairman Jordan. Okay. 

Mrs. Spartz. Within this here in this email, you know, it says: Politico did a nice 
job getting out the story of our letter. Here is a link to the article for those who have not 
seen it. Have you looked at the title of that article? 

Ms. Wood. | don't recall that | was on -- in and out of WiFi for days. This just 
wasn't on my list of after action. Like it didn't matter to me. 

Mrs. Spartz. But when you looked at it, did you see the report and Natasha 
Bertrand, are you familiar with her? 


Ms. Wood. | don't know who she is. 
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Mrs. Spartz. You never heard about in The Washington Post story that he 
bootstraps [inaudible] on MSNBC, you are not aware about her? 

Ms. Wood. | don't know who she is. 

Mrs. Spartz. You never talked to her? 

Ms. Wood. No. 

Mrs. Spartz. So you generally learned about the article later and didn't give any 
significance to anything? 

Mr. Lankford. She remembers the threats she has gotten. Do you want to ask 
her about those? 

Mrrs. Spartz. No, I'm just about, specifically, the article. You didn't think much 
of it? 

Ms. Wood. Which article? 

Mrs. Spartz. You know, the Politico article. You did care that it was used and 
how it was atall. Like, you just wrote the letter, article, debate -- you don't care at all. 
You put your name with your credential to information that you didn't really check, and 
the people say you discuss, and you generally say, Well, too bad, | don't have time, but | 
still was putting my time on there. Is that kind of how you can characterize? 

Ms. Wood. No,Idon't. | would not characterize it that way at all. | think | 
don't -- | would not characterize this that way at all. | think that's wildly unfair. 

Mrs. Spartz. How would you characterize your not doing due diligence, not 
looking how it was used with the debate, and -- 

Ms. Wood. So there were 51 people who signed this letter, many of them what | 
call what we call seniors, right, and former leaders of organizations. And my job was 
logistics. The thing | did was send it out for other people to sign. Ididn't writeit. | 


didn't edit it. Like the politics of this were not my thing. | don't -- I'm just not that 
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good at a political thing. The whole point for me was to get the message out that we 
needed to be cautious on this because it was yet another -- potentially yet another way 
that Russians were interfering in our elections. And so, the outcome afterwards, 
whatever, it didn't matter to me. 

Mrs. Spartz. But did you learn about the politics before or after the election that 
it was politics involved in this? 

Ms. Wood. After the election, more recently, and contemporaneous with all of 
this. 

Mrs. Spartz. So you truly believe it was just pure, not political before no one 
raised to you that it could have been politically used? 

Ms. Wood. It just wouldn't be a way -- we don't -- | mean, as national security 
professionals, it's very rare of CIA in any way to talk about politics in any way. 

Mrs. Spartz. Okay. 

Mr. a. | think that's our time. Off the record. 


[Discussion off the record.] 
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[1:34 p.m.] 
Ms. a. We're back on the record. 
BY MS. ie: 

Q_ Allright. Solwant to start out by cleaning up some misrepresentations 
that were made in the last hour. 

With respect to what Mr. Morell's purpose may or may not have been -- or his 
impetus for writing the letter, you said you learned about that from the majority's report, 
correct? 

A [Nonverbal response.] 

Q Okay. Are you aware that the majority's -- 

Mr. Wilson. Say "yes" or "no." 

Ms. Wood. Oh,sorry. Yes. 

BY MS. i: 

Q_ Sorry. 1Ishould have caught that as well. 

Are you aware that the majority's report did not fully quote Mr. Morell? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Sol want to read into the record the full statement. So! believe 
the majority's report quoted Mr. Morell as saying that he had received an email from 
Mr. Blinken -- who was, at that time, a member of the campaign -- who had provided him 
with a link to the laptop story or sent him the laptop story. 

Mr. Morell said repeatedly that Mr. Blinken -- nobody -- neither Mr. Blinken nor 
anyone else from the campaign actually asked him to write the letter. And here's the 
language. The question was asked, actually, by majority counsel during his interview. 

"When he called you," meaning Mr. Blinken, "did he direct, suggest, or insinuate in 


any way that you should write a letter or statement on this topic?" 
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And Mr. Morell responded, "My memory is that he did not, right? My memory is 
that he asked me what | thought." 

The question then was, "Okay. It wasn't. The campaign could use some help 
on this. Could you" -- 

Mr. Morell answered, "He did not say that." 

The question was asked continuing, "Could you cook up something that we could 
use?" 

Mr. Morell answered, "It's not my memory that he said that." 

The question was asked, "Why do you believe he called you, then, and asked for 
your opinion on this?" 

Mr. Morell said, "You know, Tony and | were fairly close. | mean, | wouldn't say 
we were close friends, but Tony and | were fairly close. During our time in government 
when he was the Vice President's national security advisor and then when he was 
President Obama's national security advisor, | would be the person he would reach out to 
with those kind of questions. When we saw each other post the Obama administration, 
we would have conversations about what was going on inthe world. He would ask me 
questions. Soit was, in part, natural, you know, for him to do that. But, you know, he 
asked me a specific question here. You know, he'll have to tell you what his intent was, 
right, in asking me." 

So | just wanted to correct the record on that. Was that information available to 
you before | read it to you just now? 

A Huh-uh. 

Q Okay. Can you say "yes" or "no" for the record? 

A No. 


Q_ Thank you. 
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On the question of keeping you in the dark -- and | realize you had a lot going on 
at this time, but | do want to just look at two exhibits where he did make 
that -- potentially make this information available to people that received the email. 

So do you want to turn to exhibit Number 5? And this is the email from Michael 
Gmail New, which I'll represent to you is Mr. Morell's email address, to Mark 
Polymeropoulos, and then others were bcc'd. 

A Uh-huh. 

Q_ The second -- | guess it's the first full paragraph after the "to all." It reads, 
"Marc and | drafted the attached" -- which is a reference to the attached 
statement -- "because we believe the Russians were involved in some way in the Hunter 
Biden email issue and because we think Trump will attack Biden on the issue at this 
week's debate, and we want to give the VP a talking point to use in response." Did | 
read that correctly? 

A You did. 

Q_ Sorecognizing, again, you had alot going on. You maybe had not read this 
clearly. Maybe you didn't receive this directly. 

But he did make that clear to at least some of the recipients of the letter, correct? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Okay. And then if you can turn to exhibit -- sorry. Which exhibit? 
Exhibit 7. Sorry. 

This is the email chain between you and Mr. Slick -- you and Mr. George that was 
then forwarded to Mr. Slick. 

A Got it. 

Q_ So the last email -- and this is the version that we introduced, the complete 


chain. 
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A Okay. 

Q_ The last email, which is on the last page, you forwarded the email along, and 
you forwarded that language from Mr. Morell saying, "We think Trump will attack Biden 
on this issue at this week's debate, and we want to offer perspectives on this from Russia 
watchers and other seasoned experts." 

So the fact that it was potentially going to come up in the debate, it was 
known -- and, again, | realize you had a lot going on, but it was -- Mr. Morell wasn't trying 
to hide the ball on that necessarily. Is that fair to put it that way? 

A | would put it that he said this, right? 

Q Uh-huh. 

"Offer perspectives on this from Russia watchers and other seasoned 
experts." 

Q Okay. 

That's the part | remember. 

Q Okay. But he wasn't hiding the fact that it was coming up in the context of 
the debate. Is that fair to say? 

A True. 

Q Okay. Okay. I'm going to move on to the Politico article that was 
discussed. And when the majority brought it up, they said they just wanted to focus on 
the headline. | actually want to look at the rest of the article. 

A Okay. 

Q_ Soif you'll turn the page away from the headline. The very first paragraph, 
you see that it says, "More than 50 former senior intelligence officials have signed on toa 
letter outlining their belief that the recent disclosure of emails allegedly belonging to Joe 


Biden's son, quote, "has all the classic earmarks of a Russian information operation," end 
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quote. 

Do you see where "signed on to a letter" is written in blue? 

A It is. 

Q__I'llrepresent to you that that's a link to the -- a hyperlink to the actual letter. 

Uh-huh. 

Q_ Sointhe text of this article, the very first line actually links to the letter that 
said exactly what you said. It didn't have any commentary. It was the letter itself. Is 
that fair to say? 

A If you are representing that that's the link, then yes. 

Q Okay. And then it quotes you as saying, "It has all the classic earmarks of a 
Russian information operation," not that it was an actual Russian information operation. 

A Yes. 

Q Is that fair to say? 

Yes. 

Q_ Ifyou'llturn the page. So this is page 3 out of 7 as this article is printed 
out. The paragraph right in the middle begins, "Director of National Intelligence John 
Ratcliffe." 

A Uh-huh. 

Q_ That references John Ratcliffe's statement, right? It says, "Director of 
National Intelligence John Ratcliffe said on Monday that the information on Biden's laptop 
is not part of some Russian disinformation campaign, though the FBI is reportedly 
conducting an ongoing investigation into whether Russia was involved," right? 

A [Nonverbal response.] 

Q_ Sorry. For the record. 


A Yes. 
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Q__ So this actually says -- it actually directly references John Ratcliffe's 
statement in the text of the article. Is that fair to say? 

A Yes. 

Q_ And|Iwill represent to you that the hyperlink to "said on Monday" is a link to 
Mr. Ratcliffe's remarks themselves, just the way there's a link earlier to your letter itself. 

A Uh-huh. Okay. 

Q_ And then if you'll turn the page again, in the middle of the -- sorry. It looks 
like you have -- 

A No. Is the hyperlink, "FBI is reportedly conducting an ongoing 
investigation" -- 

Q__ It's a hyperlink to a Politico article about the FBI conducting an ongoing 
investigation. 

A Okay. 

Mr. Lankford. And that demonstrates my point that the FBI reached no 
conclusion. 

BY Ms. ie: 

Q_ As far as -- | mean, | think we had testimony earlier that the story is still 
being written on that. So think it's fair to say, if you'll agree, that the FBI, to my 
knowledge, has not put out anything public, and you've testified that, to your knowledge, 
the FBI has not put out anything public. 

A _ That's correct. 

Q_ If you'll turn the page, on page 4 of 7, which is -- let's see. That paragraph 
right in the middle. It says, "We want to emphasize that we do not know if the emails 
provided to the New York Post by President Trump's personal attorney Rudy Giuliani are 


genuine or not, and that we do not have evidence of Russian involvement," the letter 
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reads. 

So that directly quotes to the portion of your letter where you say you don't 
have -- you don't know if the emails are authentic or not, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. So whatever the headline of this article says, the body of the article 
references both John Ratcliffe's statement, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q_ And it references the text of your letter that explains that you don't have 
access to nonpublic information. Is that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. 1! want to talk about -- we talked about John Ratcliffe fairly 
extensively in the prior hour, and | want to touch on him again briefly. 

You said that you did not find his statement credible in part because it was 
released 5 days after the New York Post story, correct? 

A Uh-huh. Yes. 

Q_ And it was released -- we walked through the Fox News article on October 
19th, 2020, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q. Which was actually the day before the second debate, correct? 

Yes. 

Q Did Mr. Ratcliffe's statement have any disclaimer in it that it was being 
released in advance of the debate? 

A No. 

Q Did he say that publicly that he was doing that to give President Trump a 


talking point to use at the debate? 
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A No. 

Q And Trump, in fact, did reference the, quote, laptop from hell at the debate, 
correct? 

A Yes. 

Q_ Okay. So it's entirely possible that Ratcliffe made his remarks in the hope 
that they would impact the debate. Is that fair to say? 

A | wouldn't speculate. 

Q But it's possible? 

A It's possible. 

Q Okay. Are you aware that on September 29th, 2020, Mr. Ratcliffe also 
released information about Hillary Clinton that has been widely acknowledged to be 
Russian disinformation by both Special Counsel Mueller and the then Republican-led 
Senate Intelligence Committee? 

A lam not. 

Q Okay. lam going to introduce as exhibit 21 -- is that right -- a New York 
Times article entitled, "Top intelligence official releases unverified, previously rejected 
Russia information." And we are going to look at the very first paragraph of this article. 

A Okay. 

[Wood exhibit No. 21 
Was marked for identification. ] 
BY vs. ae 

Q_ And let me know when you're ready. 

A Is there a particular part? 

Q  Sol'm going to look at the very -- we're going to look at the very first two 


paragraphs. 
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A Okay. 

Q I'msorry. Actually, the first three paragraphs. 

Are you ready to continue? 

A Yes. 

Q So according to this article, on September 29th, Mr. Ratcliffe, who was then 
the Director of National Intelligence, released unverified information about the 2016 
campaign that was said to be disclosed over the objections of career intelligence officials, 
who were concerned that the material could be Russian disinformation. _ Is that fair to 
say? 

A _ That's what the sentence says. 

Q And according to this article -- are you aware that September 29th, 2020, 
was just 35 days before the November 3rd, 2020 election? 

A No. 

Q Okay. And are you aware that September 29th was also the day of the first 
Presidential debate? 

A No. 

Q Okay. So according to this article, Mr. Ratcliffe actually released this 
information, which appeared to be a bid to help Mr. Trump, hours in advance of that 
Presidential debate? Do you have any reason to doubt the veracity of this article? 

A _ So that information was released. |don't doubt that. So this is where | 
get to the content, right? My concern would be over the objections of career 
intelligence officials. 

Q Uh-huh. Understood. 

But it's without a question that he did release information designed to impact the 


election hours before the first debate, right? 
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A Yes. 

Q Okay. Mr. Ratcliffe was the Director of National Intelligence in September 
2020, correct? 

A He was. 

Q Would you agree that it's inappropriate for the Director of National 
Intelligence to be engaging in partisan activities or trying to impact the election while 
sitting in his office? | mean, while an active official? 

A | would say it's unprecedented, to my knowledge, and not having -- where 
I'm reluctant to comment is not having access to the backstory of how this came about. 
But in general, when these kinds of things come out, timing isn't considered. It's, you 
know, when do | need to say what. So the timing is quite suspicious, and I'd want to 
know more. 

Q Okay. And!Ican tell you that our members would also like to know more. 

To your knowledge, is this committee or the House Intelligence Committee 
investigating Mr. Ratcliffe's actions? 

A | do not know. 

Q Okay. And!Ican represent to you that they are not. 

| wantto move on. There was a lot of discussion earlier about suppression and 
the suppression of the New York Post story. 

The majority's report -- have you read the majority's report or their interim 
report? 

A | have. 

Q So you're aware that their interim report references -- 

Ms. Wood. Isaid!have. | said it out loud. 


Mr. Wilson. Okay. It sounded pretty mumbled over here. 
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Ms. Wood. Sorry. 
BY MS. ie: 

Q = So are you aware that the majority's reference to suppression is a reference 
to social media companies’ reaction to the New York Post story? 

A | assumed that's what they meant. 

Q Okay. Sorry. One moment. 

So your letter was published on October 19th, 2020, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Are you familiar with the date of the New York Post story? 

No. 

Q Okay. ‘I'll represent to you that it was October 14th, 2020. 

Are you familiar with the date that Twitter suppressed the story? 

A No. 

Q Okay. We're going to introduce as exhibit 22 a New York Times story, 
which was published on October 16th, 2020, and it's entitled, "In reversal, Twitter is no 
longer blocking New York Post article." 

[Wood exhibit No. 22 
Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Lankford. When you say "your letter," | assume we all know -- 

Ms. i. Sorry. The October 19th public letter. Thank you. | should be 
more specific. 

BY MS. ie: 
Q Have you seen this before? 
A | have not. 


Q Okay. Do you want a minute to review it? 
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A Sure. 

Q Okay. 

You ready to continue? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q_ Soaccording to this article, by October 16th, 2020, Twitter was no longer 
doing anything to prevent the sharing of the New York Post story. Is that correct? 

A _ That's what the article says, yes. 

Q__ Soif the public letter that you signed was released on October 19th, 2020, 
there's no way it could have had any impact on Twitter's decision regarding the story 
either way, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Are you familiar with the day that Facebook took steps to limit 
sharing of the story? 

A No. 

Q Okay. I'm going to introduce as exhibit 23 an October 15th, 2022 article 
from Business Insider. 

[Wood exhibit No. 23 
Was marked for identification.] 
By Ms. ie: 

Q It's entitled, "The New York Post's dubious Hunter Biden article was shared 
300,000 times on Facebook even after the company said it limited its reach." And I'll 
give you a minute to read through this? 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. So according to this article, Facebook made the decision to attempt 


to limit the sharing of this article at least by October 15th, 2020. And | think it says it 
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was on Wednesday morning, which would have been the 14th. Is that accurate? 

A Yes, that's what it says. 

Q__ So, again, if the letter that you signed was published on October 19th, there 
is no way that it could have impacted Facebook's decision to limit sharing of that article, 
correct? 

A _ That's correct. 

Q_ And in fact, on page 4 -- the last paragraph on this page -- it says that 
Facebook's approach was in accordance with a policy it implemented in late 2019, 
correct? 

A Yes. 

Q _ Soit was not in reaction to your article, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q  Orthe letter you signed, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Now, with respect to media companies more broadly, are you aware 
that Rudy Giuliani actually first approached Fox News and asked them to report on the 
alleged laptop? 

A No. 

Q_ And are you aware that Fox News declined to run the story because it had 
credibility concerns with that story? 

A No. 

Q Okay. We'll introduce as exhibit 24 an October 19th, 2020 story entitled 
"Exclusive: Fox News passed on Hunter Biden laptop story over credibility concerns." 

[Wood exhibit No. 24 


Was marked for identification.] 
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BY MS. ie: 


Q___l|actually want to note not just the date of this article but the time stamp of 
this article. The time stamp on this article is 11:42 a.m. 

A Okay. 

Okay. 

Q Okay. So according to this article, Giuliani approached Fox News with the 
story, and Fox News had concerns both about the lack of authentication of the laptop and 
established concerns about Giuliani as potentially not being a reliable source, right? 

A _ That's what it says, yes. 

Q So Fox News had passed on the story. Again, we don't know when that 
was, but we know this article was published at 11:42 in the morning on October 19th, 
2020. 

The Politico article, which published your letter publicly -- the October 19th letter 
publicly -- was published at 10:30 p.m. EDT on the 19th, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q__ Soif your article -- if the letter that you signed came out after this article was 
even published, Fox News must have passed on the story well before your public letter 
was made public, correct? 

A Yes, correct. 

Q So it could not have impacted the Fox News decision? 

Correct. 

Q_ Andin fact, a number of Fox News anchors are cited in here as saying, for 
example, let's not -- let's say just not sugarcoat it. This whole thing is sketchy. 

That's a quote from Bret Baier, correct? 


A That's what it says, yes. 


Q 
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And Chris Wallace called the story suspicious and said, "| can understand the 


concern about the story. It is completely unverified, and frankly, Rudy Giuliani is not the 


most reliable source anymore. | hate to say it, but it's just true," correct? 


A 


Q 


Yes. 


So clearly, a number of -- a number of Fox News anchors had expressed 


concerns about the story well before any letter from you or anyone -- from you or any of 


your cosigners had come out? 


A 


Q 


Yes. 


Okay. Allright. All right. 


We've discussed the timing of the letter fairly extensively. 


A 


Q 


Q 


Uh-huh. 

On October 19th, 2020, you were a private citizen, correct? 
That's right. 

Mr. Morell was a private citizen? 

Yes. 

Even Mr. Blinken was a private citizen, correct? 

| -- 

He was a member of the Biden campaign? 

Yes. 


Okay. And to your knowledge, were all of the signatories of the October 


19th letter private citizens? 


A 


Q 


Yes. 


Would you agree that, as a private citizen, you have a right to sign a public 


letter like that? 


A 


A First Amendment right. 
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Q Okay. And would you agree that the First Amendment protects and 
continues to protect -- protected then and continues to protect now your right to make 
statements such as those contained in the public letter? 

A | would. 

Q Okay. To the extent that there has been some suggestion made today that 
you do not have the right to engage in that type of political speech or that you do not 
have the right to use your title when engaging in that political speech, do you agree that 
would amount to potentially censoring your ability to make public comments? 

A _ That's a great way to describe it. 

Q Okay. You talked through earlier -- you had presented a list of 
public -- other public letters that had made statements? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q_ And actually, | was going to introduce it into the record, but I'm not sure we 
have copies for everybody. But the comment was made that all of those letters were in 
support of Biden or, | guess, opposing President Trump. 

| want to introduce two exhibits now. They're going in together because the first 
is a public letter from 235 former military leaders entitled, "Open letter from senior 
military leaders," which is in support of President Trump. _ It's not dated, but I'm going to 
introduce along with it a Fox News article that dates it at on or about September 14th, 
2020. So the whole purpose of the Fox News article is to provide dates to that article -- 

A Perfect. 

Q_ --that letter. 

So we'll introduce the letter itself as exhibit 25 and then the Fox News article, to 
place the date on it, as exhibit 26. The sole purpose of the article is to date the letter. 


[Wood exhibit Nos. 25 and 26 
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Were marked for identification. ] 

Ms. a. If you want to read it, feel free, but -- 

Ms. Wood. I'm good. 

Mr. Is this part of 25? 

Ms. i. The open letter is 25 and the Fox News article is 26. They're just 
two different documents. So to keep it clean, we're going to introduce them separately. 

Ms. Wood. Okay. 

BY Ms. ie: 

Q Okay. Have you seen this letter before today? 

A | have not. 

Q Okay. So the -- briefly, this letter says that the 2020 Election could be the 
most important election since our country was founded, and it argues that the 
Democrats’ opposition to border security, their pledge to return to the disastrous Iran 
nuclear deal, their antagonism toward the police, and planned cuts to military spending 
will leave the United States more vulnerable to foreign enemies. And it then goes on to 
urge Americans to support the reelection of Donald Trump. 

Is that a fair summary? 

A itis. 

Q Okay. The signatories to this letter are all retired Air Force and Navy and 
other flag officers, right? 

A Yeah. Army as well. 

Q Okay. And Army? 

A Yes. 


And they signed this using their official titles, correct? 


> 


Yes. 
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Q_ Inyour experience, do flag officers often have security clearances while they 
are active officers? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. Regardless of whether you agree with the contents of this letter, 
would you agree that these 235 military leaders had a right to express their opinions in 
this letter? 

A Absolutely. 

Q_ And to publicly sign this letter? 

A Absolutely. 

Q Okay. I'm going to introduce a transcript from the first Presidential debate. 
This is going to be exhibit Number 27, and this is just an excerpt. 

[Wood exhibit No. 27 
Was marked for identification. ] 
BY Ms. i: 

Q_ Again, the full transcript, | think, is several hundred pages -- or it's, like, 90 
pages long. So we're introducing an excerpt. This is 27. 

A Uh-huh. The part in yellow? 

Q Uh-huh. 

So during the first Presidential debate, President Trump said, "As far as the church 
is concerned, and as far as the generals are concerned, we just got the support of 250 
military leaders and generals. Total support. Law enforcement -- almost every law 
enforcement group in the United States. Ihave Florida. |have Texas. | have Ohio." 

Based on what | just read to you, is it accurate to say that the senior military 
leaders’ letter in support of Trump was released prior to the first Presidential debate and 


that -- go ahead. 
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A Yes. 

Q_ And that the letter from the military leaders, in fact, played a role at that 
debate? 

A It was a talking point. 

Q Okay. And |Irealize we just said that the senior military leaders -- that you 
agree the senior military leaders had a right to participate in the political process? 

A 100 percent, yes. 

Q To your knowledge, is the committee investigating the reasons that these 
leaders signed this letter? 

A Not to my knowledge. 

Q Okay. And I'll represent to you that they're not. 

Turning back to the letter, the October 19th letter that you did sign, the closing 
line states that, "It is high time that Russia stops interfering in our democracy." 

Is it fair to say that the focus of the letter was actually a concern about Russia and 
not the Presidential candidates themselves? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. In your opinion, was the letter true and accurate? 

Yes. 

Q Okay. We talked about this a little bit in the prior hour. | want to find out 
a couple more details from you. 

Has the aftermath of signing this letter, such as the fact that you're involved in this 
investigation, that your name has been in the New York Post -- has that negatively 
impacted you in any way? 

A Oh, yes. Absolutely. 


Q How so? 
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A Several ways. First of all, I've received death threats. I've received vicious 
calls, texts, emails from all sorts of random people. Mike Flynn -- General Flynn posted 
on Telegram all of our names and said, you know, let them know how we feel. It 
unleashed this viciousness that had several other folks calling the police, calling the 
Threat Management Unit at CIA, to let them know what was happening. 

And so for the first time ever, | looked at getting a gun and getting a concealed 
carry permit because it's not just that people have been mean or say horrific things, but 
we've seen them take action. And so that feeling of vulnerability for speaking, 
exercising a First Amendment right, and for saying what | thought was as obvious as 
there's air in -- there's air. Let's just let the FBI do their work. 

It has a profound effect on health as well. I've been to the emergency room for 
stress because of all of this. And so when you ask would | do this again, | would insist on 
a little more precision of language. But it has the effect of censoring people who have 
more than a thousand years of experience in this topic. And | would think the focus 
would be on stopping Russia and not on what feels like persecution. 

Mr. Wilson. | want to add, one of our other clients has gone completely 
anonymous because of the amount of threats she's gotten. They've changed their 
email -- their snail mail address. You cannot mail them directly, you cannot find them, 
solely because of the threats resulting from being -- signing that letter and being named 
in this investigation. After General Flynn put out his missive, it jumped off the chart. 

Ms. Wood. And then the New York Post "Spies who lie." 

Mr. Wilson. Yeah. 

Ms. Wood. And so we're, by nature, measured, careful, judicious, and we aren't 
prone to being in the public. Like -- so that this has happened has a profound effect on 


my life. So when you ask, would | do it again, the calculation isn't the politics. It's the 
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personal safety. 
BY MS. ie: 

Q Okay. And you feel that you are in fact -- your personal safety has been 
threatened? 

A Absolutely. And I'm dreading this, whatever leaks out of this or comes out 
of this, because it will start all over again. 

Q Do you think the fact that you and the others who have signed the letter are 
being so publicly investigated and have been the subject of the New York Post article and 
other -- Mr. Flynn's Telegram post, as you referenced -- do you think that could have a 
chilling effect on others -- perhaps in, for example, the 2024 Election -- others who may 
be considering making public statements about the election? 

A 100 percent. 

Mr. Lankford. It takes away the voice of a lot of people who have experience 
and backgrounds that we need in service of the American Nation. And that's what is so 
repulsive. It chills them. And | think Ms. Wood has really said it quite well. 

Ms. Wood. | just think we all took risks. When you're overseas, you're in a war 
zone, you're in harm's way. Some ops officers are doing the most amazing, brave things. 
And to come back to this country and have some of the greatest threats come to us from 
the fellow Americans and allegations that are pumped up by all of this is just really -- it's 
really disheartening. 

Ms. i. Thank you. Wecan go off the record. 


[Recess. ] 


Mr. On the record. 
BY MR. i : 


Q Ms. Wood, | think you've sort of -- if not alluded to this, you've sort of 
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answered this question. 


But did you have any discussions with the Biden campaign in relation to the public 


statement at the time that you signed it? 


A 


Q 


Q 


No. 
Okay. Sono discussions with Tony Blinken? 
Nobody. 


Okay. Have you had any subsequent conversations with anyone from the 


Biden campaign? 


A 


Q 


press? 


> Pp 


Q 


No. 
Okay. 
Nor the Biden administration. 


Okay. Did you have any role in disseminating the public statement to the 


No. 

Okay. Did you do any press in connection with the public statement? 
No. 

Any media hits? Anything like that? 

No. 

Okay. Were you asked to do any media in connection with it? 

No. 


Okay. Now, if you've read the report, then you're probably familiar with -- 


Mr. Wilson. The report? 


Mr. I'm sorry. The interim staff report that the House Judiciary 


Committee released in connection with this investigation. 


Mr. Wilson. Thank you. 
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Mr. Thank you. 
BY MR. i: 


Q_ You're probably familiar with information that David Cariens provided to the 
committee. Specifically, he indicated that someone at the PCRB, the preclassification 
review board at the CIA, read the letter to him and asked him if he would sign. Are you 
familiar with this claim that Mr. Cariens has made? 

A I've only seen it through the document that is part of the interim report. 


Q_ Given that representation he's made, what are your views on that? 


A | would be shocked if it was true. 

Q Okay. Do you know Mr. Cariens? 

A In passing. 

Q Okay. Have you had dealings with the PCRB in the past? 

A Many. 

Q Okay. And what -- could you explain? 

A Right. Soin writing articles, op-eds, podcasts, things like that. Wehavea 


lifelong duty to have them review anything we do to check for classified information. So 
over the course of the 7 or 8 years since | left government, I've probably sent two, three 
dozen pieces to them in writing, and they always respond in writing. 

Q Okay. So email communications? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. You've never had verbal interactions with anyone at PCRB? 


A Not related to publications. 


Q Okay. Sodo you write op-eds regularly? 
A | wouldn't say regularly, but | have. 
Q Okay. And what is the turnaround usually if you have, say, an 800-word 
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op-ed? 

A Aday,2 days. It depends on how busy they are and then if you give them a 
deadline. So if you say this is urgent for tomorrow, then it gets done pretty quickly. _ If 
you say, I'm fine, it's going to be a couple -- | don't need this for a couple weeks, they'll 
take a little bit longer. 

Q_ Have you had sufficient time to think about the question | posed to you 
earlier? 

A If you can reframe it because I'm a little muddled in my head. 

Q Yeah. Let's hope | get this right. 

It was to the effect of, given everything you know -- Mr. Morell's coordination with 
the Biden campaign, et cetera -- do you believe the public statement should have had a 
caveat that this was done on behalf of Joe Biden's candidacy? 

A | don't think so. And I think, as the last hour -- the expansion of his 
testimony was that he didn't -- wasn't directed to do it. And |do think -- and one of the 
important things here is, as former national security officials, we have great insight into 
this area of focus. So providing that insight is really important, and doing it in a fair and 
balanced way is really important. 

Q Would it be fair and balanced to indicate that Morell was in contact with the 
Biden campaign to disseminate the public statement? 

A Is that what the testimony said? | didn't -- 

Mr. Wilson. You have no knowledge of that. 

Ms. Wood. Idon't have knowledge. | don't know. 

BY MR. ie : 
Q But you know -- you did say it was unfair, right? Mr. Morell ultimately 


keeping you in the dark about his communications with the Biden campaign? 
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A | just said we should have known. 

Q Okay. And you should have known because it would have been an 
important fact to consider in whether or not you signed the letter, correct? 

A So | think the bigger fact for me is what we just talked about, which is the 
consequences and the threats and the way life has become so much more difficult after 
the targeting from whatever kind of extremists you want to call them against me and 
others who have signed the letter. So my greater hesitation is much more related to not 
wanting to put myself and my family through that. 

Q Understanding all of those concerns are very important, as they are. 

My specific question is, given everything you now know about how the public 
statement came into fruition with Mr. Morell and his communications with the Biden 
campaign, it is not your view that the American public should have been informed as to 
that relationship with respect to -- 

A It's a double negative. 

Mr. Wilson. | got lost in the negatives. I'm sorry. 

Ms. Wood. 1! donot think -- 

Mr. Wilson. Let's let him rephrase. 

BY MR. J : 

Q_ 'llrephrase it. At the end -- this isn't really a trick question, even if I'm 
unartfully asking it. 

You should have known that Mr. Morell did this in part to help Joe Biden become 
President. Why is it not equally true the American people should have known that 
motivation? That's my question to you. 

A | think you can be both things. So if I'm correctly paraphrasing the 


testimony and, you know, that's an if, he said he had two reasons. One is that the 
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Russians -- he was very concerned that the story was a misinformation, information 
operations, whatever label you want to get it. Part of that broader concern with 
Russians involved in our election. 

And then the second thing is he said he has supported President Biden in the 
election. And | think those two things can exist. 

Q_ Right. But the letter only speaks to one of those things, not the second 
part. 

Mr. Wilson. | deny the premise there. 

Mr. Okay. Fairenough. Your denial is noted. 

BY MR. J : 

Q_ So given your considered view, the letter speaks of one. Why not speak of 
the other? Again, if the concern is letting the American people know all of the facts -- 

A Because the purpose of that letter was to let people know that this could be 
a Russian -- part of a Russian disinformation campaign. Part of the ongoing Russian 
disinformation campaign. And that was the broader purpose of the letter. 

Q_ And it could also be to help Joe Biden become President. Fair? 

A _ That may have been Michael's purpose, but you'd have to ask him. | don't 
have the testimony exactly. 

Nis oR Okay. We'll go off the record. 


[Whereupon, at 2:24 p.m., the interview was concluded. ] 
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